
THE PHILOSOPHY OF ADVAITA

WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO

BHARATlTlRTHA-VIDYARANYA

BY

T. M. P. MAHADEVAN, M.A., Ph.D.
*; &

Professor of Philosophy, University of Madras

WITH A FOREWORD BY

DR S. RADHAKRISHNAN
Vice-President of India

•f

t\a.\x

1957

GANESH & CO. (MADRAS) PRIVATE LTD.

MADRAS-17

WUNSfH SAVI MANOHAH LAI.

Oriental & Foreign Setter*,

Hai Sarak, DELHI.



First Published 1938

Revised Edition 1957

Author’s Copyright

Acc.

I*
-

/S>7/.

X

Price Rs. 12/-

mu
Iw-H v*-/ uXo/ h

At Vasanta Press, The Theosophical Society, Ad'
Published by S. Subbaiya for Ganesh & Co. (Madras) Pri

Madras 20

Ltd., Madras 17*



THE PHILOSOPHY OF ADVAITA



Thesis approved for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy

in the University of Madras in 1937

J







TO

SVAMI RAJESVARANANDAJI

WITH LOVE, VENERATION AND GRATITUDE





FOREWORD

BY

Dr S. Radhakrishnan

I had an opportunity of reading Dr Mahadevan’s book, a

few months ago, and thought it was a masterly survey of the

Advaita doctrine, as set forth in the writings of Vidyaranya.

While Sankara’s system is fairly well known to English

readers, later developments of the Advaita philosophy are

not so well known. If we look at the growth of Indian

religious and philosophical systems, we find that utmost

liberty of thought compatible with the maintenance of the

fundamental presuppositions is permitted and Vidyaranya

develops the Advaita position in a striking way. It is not

my purpose here to traverse the ground covered so well by

the writer. I should like to say that Dr Mahadevan expounds

Vidyaranya’s views with great clarity and penetration; his

book fills a distinct need and will be a worthy addition to

the literature in English on the subject.

Oxford,

June 1, 1938.

S. R.
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PREFACE TO THE REVISED EDITION

This is a revised edition of my doctoral thesis first published

in 1938. The thesis was written during the years 1933-35

under the guidance of the late Professor S. S. Suryanarayana

Sastri. After the publication of this work which represents

an important phase of the post-Sankara dialectics, I have had

occasion to bring out a study of the philosophy of the great

pre-Sankara Advaitin, Acarya Gaudapada. This work entitled

Gaudapada: A Study in Early Advaita was published by the

University of Madras in 1952 (second edition, 1954). Just at

present a translation of Suresvara’s Sambandha-vartika
,
with

introduction, notes and extracts from three unpublished

commentaries, is in the press, and will be released shortly by

the University. Thus my studies in Advaita which started in

1933 have been a source of solace to me; and it is my
conviction that they will continue to inspire me.

The scope of the present work is indicated in the preface

to the first edition. While revising this work I have made

no substantial change. The first edition was sponsored by

Messrs Luzac & Company, London. The present one is

published by Messrs Ganesh & Company, Madras, who are

well known for their books on Indian philosophy and religion.

Dr V. A. Devasenapathi and Sri P. K. Sundaram, my
colleagues in the Department of Philosophy, University of

Madras, have helped me in preparing the revised edition for

the press and by reading the proofs. Mr James Hoyt Knapp

Norton, a young American scholar who has come to my
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Department to study Indian Philosophy, has been responsible

for revising the Index. To these friends I am grateful. To
the Department of Archaeology, Government of India, and

to Dr V. Raghavan, Professor of Sanskrit, University of

Madras, I am indebted for supplying a photograph of Vidya-

ranya which appears as frontispiece to this edition. I am
thankful to Messrs Ganesh & Company for sponsoring this

publication, and to the Vasanta Press, Adyar, for printing

this book expeditiously and well.

University ofMadras,

November 12, 1957. Mahadevan



PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION

In the present work an attempt has been made to present

the philosophy of Advaita with special reference to

Bharatitirtha-Vidyaranya. Bharatitlrtha is a great name in

the history of Advaita after Sankara. One of the most

favoured books which has found a permanent place in a

study of the Advaita system is the Pancadasi. But the work
which is more important for Advaita dialectics is the Vivarana-

prameya-sangraha which is a summary of the topics dealt with

in the Vivarana of Prakasatman, which is a gloss on Padma-

pada’s Pancapadika
,
which in its turn is a commentary on

the Sankara-bhasya on the first four aphorisms of the

Vedanta-sutra. Another work of Bharatitlrtha from which

I have drawn material is the Drg-drsya-viveka. But since a

systematic treatment of the Advaita philosophy was not

possible from a knowledge of these treatises alone, I had also

to draw largely from the works of other preceptors like

Dharmaraja, Vimuktatman, Citsukha and Appayya DIksita.

The mass of Advaita literature has grown enormously in

the post-Sankara period, necessitated by charges and counter-

charges. The believer in a faith does not need much

argumentation. He learns from his teacher the principal

tenets of the system he comes to believe in ; and because the

method of exposition is direct, appealing more to the heart

than to the head, there is not much room for disputation.

But the darsanas (lit. points of view or visions) are not mere

faiths demanding simple belief; they are philosophical
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systems as well. And so, the exponent of each metaphysical

tradition has to maintain his position as against those of his

opponents through dialectics. Much of this wordy warfare

may appear to be quibble to those who are sceptical about

philosophical pursuits. But, nevertheless, it shows the

intellectual virility and argumentative skill of the philosophers

of India. The present thesis purports to be a modest study

of Advaita dialectics with particular reference to the works

of Bharatitirtha.

In the first two chapters the epistemological position of

Advaita is considered. Though the Advaitin admits six

pramanas (means of valid knowledge), the final court of

appeal is Scripture. The knowledge of Brahman that results

therefrom is unsublatable and ultimate. Truth, according

to the Advaitin, is that knowledge which is never contra-

dicted ;
and error is born of avidya which it is not possible to

determine either as real or as unreal. In the three chapters

that follow, the definition of Brahman as existence-intelligence-

bliss is examined. In the sixth chapter the saksi (witness)

is defined as the real self of the jiva, and it is shown to be

non-different from Brahman. In chapter seven there is a

discussion about Isvara and jiva and their mutual relation.

The difference between pratibimba-vada and avaccheda-vada

is pointed out, and incidentally there is brought out the

divergence of views as between the Bhdmatl and the Vivarana

schools. In the next chapter the doctrine of maya is treated

from three different levels, and it is discussed how and why
it appears to be a riddle to the inquiring mind. The last two

chapters are concerned with the way and the goal. All

Advaitins maintain that the principal means to release is

jnana; but some of them tend. to give a place, though a

secondary one, to contemplation and devotion. Moksa in

the system of Advaita, as in the other schools of Vedanta,

means not only cessation of sorrow but also attainment of
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positive bliss, though attainment here is figurative, as

Brahman is eternally attained and ever realized.

To my knowledge this is the first attempt that has been

made to present systematically the philosophy of Advaita as

expounded by Bharatitlrtha-Vidyaranya and to assess the

contribution of that great scholar-saint to the Vivarana school

in particular and to Advaita metaphysics in general. It is

hoped that the present treatise will help students of Indian

philosophy in getting to know the main concepts of Advaita

doctrine in relation to other systems of Indian thought and

thereby make for extending, in however small a measure, the

frontiers of knowledge.

The accomplishment of this work would have been well

nigh impossible but for the help of my revered brother

Svami Rajesvaranandaji at every stage of its production and

publication. My first duty is to record my deep indebtedness

to him. Especially in a task of this kind the value of the

guidance of one who leads the life of an Advaitin cannot be

adequately expressed. The seeds of Advaita sown by the

Svami early in my life have grown under his constant care.

Conscious as I am of my ignorance of the many intricacies of

Advaita, if I have succeeded, though in a poor measure, to

present the philosophical system in an intelligible way, it is

not a little due to the impressions that were formed even

before 1 had crossed the early teens of my life.

I am deeply indebted to Mr S. S. Suryanarayana Sastri,

Head of the Department of Philosophy in the University of

Madras, who guided my work throughout. An adept in

metaphysical ways of thinking Mr Sastri has led me by the

hand, steadied my faltering steps and shown me the direction

whence to expect gleams of truth. Not only did he lend me
his translations of such classic treatises on Advaita like

the Vivarana, Vivarana-prameya-sangraha, Ista-siddhi and

Siddhantalesa;he trained me also to hunt in the treasure-house



XIV THE PHILOSOPHY OF ADVAITA

of knowledge. I express my sincere gratitude to Mr P. N.

Srinivasachariar, my professor at college, who gave me the

knowledge which has served as the foundation of my efforts.

His advice has always been valuable and his example an

inspiration.

To Sir S. Radhakrishnan I acknowledge my indebtedness

for the very kind interest he has taken in my work and for

the Foreword he has written. And to the University of

Madras I owe my obligations for affording me all facilities

for preparing the thesis. My thanks are also due to Vidya-

ratnakara Kodavasal Narasimhachariar and Vedanta-siromanI

K. R. Lakshmana Sastri with whom I read some of the

Sanskrit texts, and to all those who have contributed, in one

way or other, to the success of this undertaking.

Madras,
Mahadevan

August 1, 1938.
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INTRODUCTION

In these pages an attempt is made to present the philosophy

of Advaita from a study of the Vivarana-prameya-sangraha,

Pahcadasi and Drg-drsya-viveka. Tradition ascribes the

authorship of the Vivarana-prameya-sangraha to Vidyaranya

whom it identifies with Madhava, the son of Mayana, and
the brother of Sayana and Bhoganatha.1 The Pahcadasi is

thought to be the work of Vidyaranya and Bharatitirtha.

With regard to the authorship of the Drg-drsya-viveka opinion

is divided. Brahmananda Bharatl, one of the commentators

on the work, regards Bharatitirtha as its author. In some
manuscripts bearing the commentary of Anandajnana

it is found that §rl Saiikaracarya is saluted as its author.

Niscaladasa, in his Vrtti-prabhakara, ascribes the book to

Vidyaranya.

Vidyaranya seems to have lived in the fourteenth cen-

tury a.d. as the family guru of Harihara I and Bukka, the

founders of the Vijayanagara kingdom and appears to have

occupied the gadi of the Srngeri Matha from c. 1377 to 1386

a.d. Tradition attaches great importance to Vidyaranya. He
is regarded as having been the friend, philosopher and guide

of the early rulers of Vijayanagara, and in the field of religion

1 See Parasara-mddhavlya:

srlmatljananl yasya sukfrtir mayanah pita

sayario bhoganathai ca mano-buddhi sahodarau,

baudhayanam yasya sutram sakhd yasya ca ydju$i

bharadvajam yasya gatram sarvajnah sa hi madhavah.
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and philosophy he is classed with the greatest of the post-

Sahkara Advaitins.

The tendency of late has been to discard the traditional

identity between Vidyaranya and Madhava. Madhava, the

reputed author of such works as the Pardsara-smrti-vydkhyd,

Vyavahara-madhava, Kala-madhavTya, Jivanmukti-viveka and

Jaiminiya-nydyamdld-vistara, was the brother of Sayana, the

author of the Veda-bhasya. Both of them were politicians

connected with the founding and development of the Vijaya-

nagara empire. But Vidyaranya, it is said, was only “ an

insignificant ascetic who presided over the Srngeri Matha
from c. 1377 to 1386 a.d.”1 The works that are definitely

attributed to Vidyaranya are only the Pancadasi and the

Vivarana-prameya-sangraha. 2

The major portion of the contention of those who are

against identifying Vidyaranya with Madhava is based on

the argument from silence. It is said that the several in-

scriptions which refer to Vidyaranya and his several pre-

decessors and successors in the Srngeri Matha do not identify

him with Madhava, that the few inscriptions that refer to

Madhavacarya and his brother Sayana never indicate any

connection between him and Vidyaranya, that the works of

Madhava and those of Vidyaranya do not bear testimony to

the identity-theory and that no work can be cited either of

contemporary authors or even of writers who flourished one

or two centuries later which might clearly prove the identity.

The other main argument advanced against the identity-

theory is that it is extremely belated.

It is admitted that Bharatltlrtha and Vidyatlrtha were

the preceptors of Madhava, for Madhava himself tells us that

1 See the article in the Indian Historical Quarterly
,
Vol. XII, ‘ The

Madhava-Vidyaranya Theory ’ by M. A. Doraiswamy Iyengar, M.A., B.L.

2 See the article ‘ Vidyaranya and Madhavacarya * by Rama Rao in

the Indian Historical Quarterly, Vol. VI, p. 701.
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he was favoured by them. While Vidyaranya in his works
praises Sankarananda and Vidyatirtha, it is said, nowhere he
refers to Bharatltirtha. Madhava acknowledges Bharatltirtha

as his preceptor, but Vidyaranya in the Vivarana-prameya-

safigraha and the Pancadasl does not mention the name of
Bharatltirtha at all. Hence, it is asked how both Madhava
and Vidyaranya can be identical.

Further, it is observed, throughout the works of

Madhava, King Bukka I is referred to as the patron, while the

inscriptions of Vidyaranya are all of the reign of Harihara II

(1377-1404). It is also contended that none of the inscrip-

tions relating to Vidyaranya shows any connection between

him and the building of the capital city of the Vijayanagara

empire, and that in those inscriptions the capital is called

Vijayanagara and not Vidyanagara. 1 Even supposing that

Vidyanagara was another name of the same city, it is said,

the ascetic connected with the name and foundation of the

empire, if any, should have been Vidyatirtha, the preceptor

of Madhava, and not Vidyaranya. Since Madhava as well

as his father were family ministers and teachers of the dynasty

of Sangama, and since Madhava’s teacher was Vidyatirtha,

the Pontiff of the Kanci Kamakoti Matha, it is likely that,

when Sarigama’s son founded a new empire with Madhava as

the chief minister, the latter sent for his teacher from which

time Vidyatirtha must have taken his seat at Srrigeri. From
these and other considerations it is sought to be proved that

the identity-theory is an invention of later admirers of Vidya-

ranya, who were anxious to make him the author of as many

works as possible.

From the evidence we have on hand it cannot be con-

clusively proved that Madhava and Vidyaranya were identical.

But the identity-theory seems to be more probable than the

1 R. Rama Rao’s article on ‘ The Origin of Madhava-Vidyaranya
Theory ’ in the Indian Historical Quarterly, Vol. VII, pp. 78-92.
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opposite theory.1 From two copper-plate grants both dated

1336 a.d. we gather that Harihara I went out hunting in the

forest on the southern bank of the Tungabhadra, where he

saw a hound and a hare together in spite of their natural

enmity, that he narrated this incident to Vidyaranya who
was practising asceticism in the temple of Virupaksa and

who advised Harihara to found a city on the spot called

Vidyanagara, and that Harihara accordingly built the city

from which he began to rule his kingdom. To question the

authenticity of these grants on the grounds that the forma-

tion of the letters is modem and that the incident which they

record, viz., a hound and a hare being on good terms, is

legendary, is not sound. “ It is not impossible that Harihara I

should have built a capital for himself on the advice of

Vidyaranya; nor is it unlikely that the city of Vidyanagara

or Vijayanagara should have been built about 1336.” 1 The

evidence of the copper-plate grants is corroborated by a few

inscriptions of the Tuhiva period which declare that the city

of Vidyanagara was built by King Harihara I and named
Vidyanagara in the name of Vidyaranya Sripada. Two
inscriptions dated respectively 1538 and 1559 a.d. state

that Harihara Raya built Vidyanagara in the name of

Vidyaranya.

These evidences go to prove that Vidyarariya was con-

nected with the founding of the Vijayanagara empire, that

Vijayanagara had another name Vidyanagara almost from

the very beginning, that the assertion that the inscriptions

referring to Vidyaranya are all of the reign of Harihara II

is groundless, and that it is needless to connect the name
Vidyanagara with Vidyatirtha. “ If the name Vidyanagara

was really derived from Vidyaranya as the Tuluva inscrip-

tions would have us believe, it cannot be denied that he had

1 See ‘ Vijayanagara, Origin of the City and the Empire’ by N. Venkata-
xamanayya, M.A., Ph.D., Ch. II, p. 48 IT.
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some share direct or indirect in building the city.” 1
It is

evident from the inscriptions that Vidyaranya’s counsel was

sought by all the early kings of the Yijayanagara empire. Of
Harihara II it is said, “ By the grace of Vidyaranya-muni,

he acquired the empire of knowledge unattainable by other

kings.” We learn that when Vidyaranya paid a visit to

Varanasi where he stayed for some time (about 1356 a.d.),

Bukka I desired that Vidyaranya should return to Vijaya-

nagara. He was not sure that his request would be com-

plied with. So he secured a srimukha from the senior Sripada

of Srngeri commanding Vidyaranya to return to Vijayanagara

and despatched it to Vidyaranya together with his own
request. It is said that Vidyaranya came back ‘ as he had

great respect for his guru \ That Vidyaranya was famous

during the time of the early kings of Vijayanagara for his

wisdom and piety and that it is possible that the kings did

seek his advice are evident from an inscription of Hari-

hara II in which we find the following passage: “ May the

wonderful glances of Vidyaranya which resemble showers of

camphor dust, garlands of kalhara flower, rays of the moon,

sandal paste, and waves of milk-ocean, and which shower

the nectar of compassion, bring you happiness. Can he be

Brahma? We do not see four faces. Can he be Visnu? He
has not got four arms. Can he be Siva? No oddness of the

eye is observed. Having thus argued for a long time, the

learned have come to the conclusion that Vidyaranya is the

supreme light incarnate.”

The considerations we have set forth above point to the

greater probability of the identity-theory being true. Though

the contention that Vidyaranya was not Madhavacarya and

that he had nothing to do with the Vijayanagara empire is

unconvincing, the distinction which the opponents of the

1 See ‘ Vijayanagara, Origin of the City and the Empire ’ by N. Venkata-

ramanayya, M.A., Ph.D., Ch. II. p. 48 ff.
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identity-theory make between the author of such works as

the Parasara-madhavlya, etc., and the author of the Pancadasl

and the Vivarana-prameya-sangraha, etc., seems to be true.

There appears to be- a confusion between Vidyaranya and

Bharatitirtha. It is possible for the reason we shall give be-

low that both Madhava and Bharatltirtha had the surname

Vidyaranya. It was said by the opponents of the identity-

theory that works of Madhava, while referring to Bharati-

tirtha, do not make mention of Vidyaranya. That may be

because, while Bharatltirtha was the preceptor of Madhava,

the word Vidyaranya was the surname of the author. It

was shown that the Pancadasl and the Vivarana-prameya-

sangraha do not mention the name of Bharatitirtha and that

therefore these are the works of Vidyaranya and not of

Madhava. While it may be conceded that they are not the

works of Madhava, it is probable that the name of Bharati-

tirtha is not mentioned in them by the author, not because

Bharatitirtha was not the preceptor of the author of these

works, but because Bharatitirtha himself was their author.

The colophon to one of the manuscripts 1 available in the

Tanjore Palace Library makes use of the name Bharatitirtha-

Vidyaranya. This shows the possibility that Bharatitirtha

also might have had the surname Vidyaranya.

Appayya DIksita in his Siddhdntalesa attributes the

Vivarana-prameya-sangraha to Bharatitirtha .

2 He calls the

work Vivaranopanydsa. That the Vivarana-prameya-sangraha

had also the other name Vivaranopanydsa is borne out by

the fact that the colophon at the end of the first varnaka

names the work as Vivaranopanydsa .
3 Appayya DIksita

attributes several chapters of the Pancadasl to Bharatitirtha

while he makes no mention of Vidyaranya (i.e . Madhava).

1 See Descriptive Catalogue, Vol. XII, No. 7067.
2 vivaranopanyase bharatitirtha-vacanam, SLS, Vol. II, p. 93.

3
iti sri vivaranopanyase prathama-varriakam samaptam, VPS, p. 108.
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That Ramakrsna Pandita at the beginning of his commentary

on the Trpti-dlpa 1 mentions Bharatitirtha as the author is

no ground for stating that the earlier chapters are the work
of Madhava-Vidyaranya. The mention of Bharatitirtha in

the Trpti-dlpa may indicate his authorship not of that chapter

alone nor of that and the succeeding chapters alone but of

the whole book. Ramakrsna Pandita no doubt pays obei-

sance to both Vidyaranya and Bharatitirtha. But this would

at best prove that Ramakrsna was probably the disciple of

both and not that the Pancadasi was the work of both.

Niscaladasa’s evidence, according to which the first ten

chapters are the work of Madhava-Vidyaranya and the other

five that of Bharatitirtha, cannot be relied upon
;
for Appayya

who lived very much earlier than Niscaladasa must have

known better about the authorship of the Pancadasi than

the latter. The Drg-drsya-viveka is also attributed by

Appayya to Bharatltlrtha-Vidyaranya .
2 Since Brahmananda

Bharatl, one of the commentators, also acknowledges

Bharatitirtha as the author of the Drg-drsya-viveka, we are

led to think that the evidence of Appayya is correct. One

other work which is ascribed to Bharatitirtha is the

Vaiydsikanyaya-mdla which serves as a good guide to the

study of Sankara’s Sutrabhdsya.

From the evidence afforded by the Siddhantalesa of

Appayya Diksita which is supported by other evidences we

have set forth above, we are led to the conclusion that

Bharatitirtha was the author of the three works and that the

name Vidyaranya was an appellation which was common to

both Madhava and Bharatitirtha. It is possible that either

was referred to sometimes by one name and sometimes by

the other and that therefrom resulted the confusion.

1 trvtidfpakhyam vrakaranam arabhamanah sri bhdratitirthagurm tasya

jsruti- Yyakhyanci-rupcit vai iadvydkhydm srutim adau pathati, PD, p* 209*

2 See SLS, Vol. II, p. 22*
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Bharatitirtha-Vidyaranya was the senior contemporary

of Madhava-Vidyaranya. One of the inscriptions dated 1386

A.D. records thus: ‘ The swan Bukka sports happily near the

lotus Bharatitirtha which, having sprung from Vidyatirtha

possesses the fragrance of joy from a knowledge of non-

dualism and expands by the rays of the sun of Vidyaranya.’

From this passage we understand that Vidyatirtha was Bharati-

tirtha’s preceptor and that Bharatitirtha was Madhava-

Vidyaranya’s preceptor. Both Bharatitirtha and Madhava
seem to have been eminent Advaitins; and both of them

were connected with the early kings of Vijayanagara. In a

copy of a copper plate inscription found in a kadita in the

Srngeri Matha dated 1380 Vidyaranya’s (Madhava’s) feats are

stated to be more wonderful than those of Brahma, seeing

that he can make the eloquent dumb and the dumb the most

eloquent, and Bharatitirtha is described as the refuter of the

doctrines of Bhatta (Kumarila), Buddha, Jina, Guru (Prabha-

kara), the Logicians and the Carvakas, and the establisher of

the Advaita doctrine. Another inscription dated 1386 states

that “ the impressive and dignified discourses delivered by

Bharatitirtha when expounding various works treating of

obscure subjects resemble the uninterrupted flow of the

Ganges from the slopes of the Himalayas.” Beyond the

facts we have given above nothing is known about the details

of Bharatitirtha’s life. He lived in the fourteenth century

A.D.; he was the predecessor of Madhava-Vidyaranya in

occupying the pontifical seat of the Srngeri Matha. He was

famous for his exposition of Advaita, and was revered by

the early kings of Vijayanagara. While the passages from

the inscriptions which we have quoted refer to the prowess

and occult powers of Madhava-Vidyaranya, they speak of

Bharatitirtha as a great scholar and exponent of Advaita.



CHAPTER ONE

THE WAYS OF KNOWING

Vedanta is the Science of Reality which it defines as the

one Being without a second. It aims at the knowledge of

that by knowing which everything else becomes known.

Brahman is all-that-wliich-is, and after knowing that, there

remains nothing else to be known. Self-knowledge (dtma-

vidya) is the end of knowledge {Vedanta).
1 Atmanam viddhi

sums up the law and the prophets.’ 1 The principal means

to self-knowledge is the study of Scripture to which reflection

and meditation are auxiliaries, and calmness, restraint, etc.,

serve as the modus operand!.- When the purport of the

major texts of the Vedanta is cognized, there arises a certain

psychosis of the internal organ whose sphere is Brahman.

This is what is called Brahman-intuition which removes all

misery and brings in its train unexcellable bliss.3

1. The Mechanism of Knowledge

Before entering into the details of the central doctrine of

Advaita, viz. the non-difference of the jiva from Brahman,

it is necessary to examine the mechanism of knowledge. Be-

fore trying to understand how Brahman is known, it is useful

to inquire into the nature of the empirical usage in respect

1 S. Radhakrishnan’s Indian Philosophy,
Vol. I, p. 28.

2 VPS, p. 2.

3 VPS, p. 2.
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of cognitions. Epistemology is the portal to philosophy.

“ Almost the first question which everyone of the Hindu

systems of philosophy tries to settle is, How do we know?
In thus giving the Noetics the first place,” says Max Muller,

“ the thinkers of the East seem to me again superior to most

of the philosophers of the West.” 1

The process of knowing implies the subject who knows

and the object that is known. An act of cognition involves

the triple forms (triputi), the cognizer, the object cognized

and the means of cognition. The justification of the empir-

ical usage of the cognizer, means of cognition, etc., is im-

possible, says the Advaitin, in the non-Advaitic systems like

those of the Sankhyas and the Naiyayikas .

2 Egoity (ahan-

kara) which is inert, according to the Sankhyas, cannot be

the cognizer. Nor can cognizership belong to the self. The

self is intelligent, but non-active; and cognizership, which

consists in being transformed in the form of the act called

pramana
,
cannot be an attribute of the self. Though these

objections may be urged against the Advaitin, he effectively

refutes them, as we shall see later, and explains how the

empirical usage is intelligible. The Sankhya may argue that

even without cognizership, the self, which is self-luminous

intelligence, may manifest objects. But if that were so,

then, even because of the omnipresence of the self, there

is the contingence of the simultaneous manifestation of

everything.

Unlike the Sankhyas and the Advaitins who hold that

cognition is not originated, the Naiyayikas maintain that it

is originated in the omnipresent self. Even thus, if cogni-

tion be inherent in the entire self, it is not possible to account

1 Max Muller’s Six Systems ofIndian Philosophy, p. xii.

2 VPS, pp. 70-72.

In all polemical discussions the final position (siddhdnta) is established
*

by a refutation of the rival (purvapaksa) views.
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for the restriction of cognition to particular objects. If

cognition be pervasive of the entire self, since there is nothing

which controls it, there is the contingence of the simultaneous

manifestation of all objects. Nor may it be said that merit

(dharma) and demerit (adharma) are the controllers. Merit

may bring about the cognition of those objects which gene-

rate happiness; and demerit may serve as the controller in

respect of the cognition of those objects which produce

misery. But in respect of things which are to be treated

with indifference, merit and demerit are not the controllers.

Nor is there a rule that cognition manifests its own gene-

rator. The sense of sight, for example, which generates

cognition is not manifested by it. Whether cognition be

regarded as a quality or an act, it cannot be generalized that

it apprehends the object which generates it. To avoid the

defects in the view that cognition is inherent in the entire

self, it may be stated that it is inherent only in that part of

the self which is defined by the body. Even thus, if the part

which is defined by the body be natural to the self, there is

the contingence of the self having parts. If that part be

due to adjuncts, and if cognition apprehend only those ob-

jects which are conjoined thereto, then there would be no

cognition of external things which are not conjoined to the

body. If cognition apprehend what is conjoined to the part

of the self which is outside the body, then, nothing could

prevent the simultaneous manifestation of all external things.

Those views which attempt to escape from these difficulties

by regarding the self as atomic in size or of the size of the

body fare no better in explaining the empirical usage of cog-

nizer, means of cognition, etc.

The Advaitin states the possibility of the empirical usage

thus: Nescience which is of the nature of an existent is the

cause of all empirical distinctions. It obscures the omni-

present, intelligent self, and transforms itself in the form of
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the world of diverse kinds. “ Of these, that transformation

of nescience which resides in the body and is called the in-

ternal organ, being prompted by merit and demerit, goes

ont through the channel of the eyes, etc., pervades suitable

objects like the pot, and becomes of their respective forms.” 1

This is compared to the water flowing from the tank to the

fields through channels and assuming the forms of the res-

pective fields. Just as the molten metal which is poured into

a crucible puts on the shape of the latter, the mind which

pervades an object assumes the form of that object .
2 Or,

even as the light of the sun takes on the shape of the object

which it illumines, the intellect which enlightens everything,

assumes the form of the object which it reveals .

3 As the

Vartikakara (Suresvara) observes, from the cognizer, /.<?., the

reflection of intelligence (cidabhasa) which resides in the in-

tellect, there arises pramdna which is of the nature of a psy-

chosis of the internal organ (antaljkarana-vrtti). The pramdna
,

on reaching the object of cognition, e.g., a pot, assumes the

form of that object .
4 .A psychosis is a transformation of

the internal organ. And transformation of the internal

organ is intelligible, since the internal organ, like milk, etc.,

has parts. The psychosis connects the cognizer and the

object cognized. The same internal organ resides in the

body, goes out through the channels of the senses, pervades

the object and manifests it. That part of the internal organ

which is defined by the body is called egoity; that part which

connects egoity with the object is termed cognitive psychosis;

and that part which pervades the object, assumes the form

of the object and invests it with the character of objectness

is known as fitness for manifestation (abh ivyakti-yogyata)~

1 VPS, p. 71.

2 PD, iv, 28.

3 PD, iv, 29.

*PD, iv, 30.
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Because the internal organ with its three parts is a product
of the sattva-constituQnt of nescience, it mirrors intelligence;

and although intelligence is impartite, it appears as if split

up into three forms on account of the difference in the parts

of the internal organ which manifests it. The aspect of in-

telligence which is defined by egoity is the cognizer (pramdta);
the aspect of intelligence which is defined by the cognitive

psychosis is the means of cognition (pramana); the aspect of

intelligence defined by the element of fitness for manifesta-

tion present in the object is the cognition (pramiti). Thus
the Advaitin attributes the empirical usage in respect of cog-

nition to the work of nescience which presents the impartite

intelligence as if it was split up into parts. The distinctions

of cognizer, means of cognition, etc., are the creation

of avidya

}

It is thus that the Advaitin accounts for

the empirical usage of distinctions involved in acts of

cognition.

2. The Function of Psychosis

The function of psychosis is to manifest objects. The
intelligence, which is defined by pot, cloth, etc., is called the

object-defined intelligence. That which manifests it is a

transformation either of the internal organ or of nescience.

Such a transformation either of the internal organ or of ne-

science is what is known as a psychosis (vrtti).
2 Since the

jiva or the cognizer is of the nature of intelligence, it may

1 It must, however, be said, in fairness to the Sankhya, that such an
•explanation is handy even to Mm.

2 See Tattyanusamdhdm, p. 111.

visaya-caitanyd-bhivyajnako-ntahkarand-'jndnayofi parindma-visepah

vrttih.

The term psychosis is used by modern psychologists to indicate an
abnormal state of mind. But here it is employed to mean a transforma-

tion either of the mind or of its cause, nescience.



14 THE PHILOSOPHY OF ADVAITA

be doubted, why it should not manifest objects without the

help of psychoses. The reply to this objection as given by

the Vimrana view which is summarized in the Vivarana-

premeya-sangraha is as follows :
1 Brahman-intelligence, be-

cause it is the material cause of all things, manifests them.

But the jiva-intelligence which has nescience for its adjunct,

is not the material cause of all things. Just as for the gene-

rality, cowness, which is omnipresent, there is conjunction

only with cows and not with horses, etc., so also for the

omnipresent jiva-intelligence, there is natural conjunction

with the internal organ, and not with objects. Since there

is no conjunction of the jiva with objects, there is need for

psychoses to bring about that conjunction. The psychosis

which is a transformation of the internal organ goes out

through the senses to the object and pervades it. Thence

arises the cognition of the object. Just as the bare fire,

which is incapable of burning even a blade of grass, burns

when it is associated with a ball of iron, even so the jiva-

intelligence, though unable to manifest objects, does so when
it is associated with the psychoses of the internal organ.

This mode of explaining the need for psychoses is on the

assumption that the jiva is omnipresent and that its adjunct

is nescience. When, however, the jiva is regarded as finite

because of its adjunct, the internal organ, it is easy to

establish that since there is no relation between the jiva and

the object, a psychosis is needed to manifest the non-difference

of the jiva from the object-defined-intelligence. Or else,

though the jiva be regarded as omnipresent, since it is veiled

by nescience, it does not by itself manifest objects. The

function of the psychosis is to destroy the ignorance veiling

the jiva. Being manifested in this manner by the psychosis,

the jiva illumines that object which is pervaded by the psy-

chosis. Thus the dependence of the jiva on the psychoses
1 SLS, Vol. H, p. 33 f.
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is either for bringing about the association of the object

with intelligence, or for manifesting the non-dilference of the

jiva from the object, or for lifting the veil of ignorance that

obscures the jiva-intelligence. There is not the destruction

of obscuration (avarana) by the psychoses, in which case

there is the contingence of release even by the pot-cognition.

What is called the manifestation of intelligence by the internal

organ is the overpowering (abhibhava), not the destruction

(vinasa), of obscuration .
1

If intelligence be omnipresent, it may be asked how
there is restriction of cognition of particular objects (prati

-

karma-vyavastha). It was argued above that in the view of

the Sankhyas, who hold the self-intelligence to be omni-

present, there is the contingence of the simultaneous mani-

festation of all things. It is possible to urge the same

objection against the Advaitin who regards intelligence as

omnipresent. But this contention will not bear reasoning.

What is meant by saying that in the view of the Advaitin

there is not the restriction of cognition to particular objects?

Is it inferred that the happiness, misery, etc., experienced by

one person should be experienced by all, because of the one-

ness of intelligence of all persons? Or, is it urged that when

a particular person experiences a certain object, say, a pot,

the whole world should be experienced by him, because of

the omnipresence of his intelligence? The first inference is

not valid. The Advaitin does not say that bare intelligence

is the cause of the experience of objects. Intelligence is

obscured by nescience; and hence it is incapable of mani-

festing objects. It is only that intelligence which is manifested

by the internal organ that is the cause of the experience of

objects .
2 Since for each person, the internal organ is

1 VPS, p. 72.

2 Such an answer is available even for the Sahkhya. In truth, the

solutions for the present problem given by the Sankhya and the Advaitin
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different, the non-experience by a particular person of the

happiness, misery, etc., experienced by another is intelligible.

The second contention that, when a person experiences a

pot, he should experience the whole world, is also unsound.

The internal organ of each person is finite and particular;

and it does not relate simultaneously to the entire world.

Nor may it be said that even for the finite, as for the rays

of the sun, there may be the capacity to manifest all objects

together; for in the case of the transformation of the internal

organ, the causal aggregate consisting in merit, demerit, the

sense of sight, etc., is restricted. When the causal aggregate

is not restricted, there is, no doubt, the simultaneous mani-

festation of all things, as in the case of the yogin who obtains

occult powers.

The assumption of the internal organ is, it was said, for

the sake of associating the self with objects. Without asso-

ciation with objects, no cognition of them is possible. The

self which is non-attached intelligence is not associated with

the objects. A psychosis which is a transformation of the

internal organ is needed in order that the association of the

self with the object may be effected. It was also observed

that there is a natural association between the self and the

internal organ which is itself a product of nescience. Now,
it may be asked how there is association of the non-attached

intelligence with the internal organ. If the self be associated

with the internal organ, it ceases to be non-attached; and if

there be attachment for the self, there may as well be direct

association for it with objects of sense. Nor may it be said

that, even though there is association of the self with objects,

the internal organ is required in order to manifest objects;

for, when there is established the manifestation of objects

are more or less the same. The self, though intelligent, is non-active and
the intellect which is a product of matter is inert. But since the intellect

is constituted of the sattva-slement (intelligence-stuff) and is translucent,

it reflects the intelligence-self and brings about the experience of objects.
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•even from the association with intelligence, it is futile to

assume an internal organ over and above intelligence. When
at is proved that the assumption of the internal organ
as the adjunct of the self is unwarranted, it is easily

established that in the case of the omnipresent self there

•cannot intelligibly be restriction of cognition to particular

objects.

The Advaitin seeks to answer this contention by cross-

examining his opponent. He begins by stating that in the

case of Brahman the simultaneous manifestation of all objects

is a contingence of the acceptable. The jiva-intelligence,

however, though omnipresent, is not capable of manifesting

the entire world. Since it is obscured by nescience, it does

not by itself illumine objects. It is only through association

with the internal organ that the self apprehends objects. Nor
may it be said that association with the internal organ is

unintelligible in the case of the self which is unattached; for,

as was remarked above, just as the generality, cowness,

•though omnipresent, associates with the individual that has

.a dewlap, etc., not with any other individual, even so the

omnipresent self associates with the internal organ, not with

.anything else. If this example be unacceptable, let there

be the illustration of the radiance of the lamp, which

though pervasive of colour, taste, odour, etc., 'manifests

•colour alone to the exclusion of the rest. Thus there

as the requirement of the internal organ for the sake

of bringing about the association of intelligence with

•objects.

If the internal organ be instrumental to the apprehension

of what is associated therewith, it may be contended that

there is the contingence of the constant cognition of Brah-

man, for Brahman, being the material cause of all, is asso-

ciated with all things including the internal organ. But the

Advaitin replies that the mere existence of the internal organ

2
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is not enough to manifest objects. In order that there may

be the cognition of an object, the psychosis of the internal

organ must take on the form of the object. And since there

is no psychosis of the internal organ which has assumed the

form of Brahman, there is not the contingence of the jiva’s

constant apprehension of Brahman. If the mere association

of the internal organ with an object be the cause of the ma-

nifestation of that object, there is the contingence of the

cognition of mind, etc., which are present in the internal

organ itself.

Thus it is the assumption, by the psychosis of the inter-

nal organ, of the form of the object which it pervades that

restricts the jiva’s cognition of things.

Psychoses, we have said, may be transformations either

of nescience or of the internal organ. Where there is not

present the activity of the internal organ and yet there is

cognition, there, the cognition is due to the psychoses of

nescience, e.g., the perception of happiness, etc.

Psychoses may lead either to valid (prama) or false

(aprama ) knowledge. Prama or valid knowledge is defined

as that knowledge which is unsublated and unestablished by

any other means .
1 The knowledge of something which is

not contradicted and which is novel is prama. Unsub-

latability and novelty are marks of valid knowledge.

That which is the distinctive cause of arriving at valid

knowledge is pramana. Pramana is the instrument

(karana) of valid knowledge. Following the way of

Bhattas in empirical matters
,

2 the Advaitin admits of six

pramanas or ways of knowing—perception (pratyaksa),

inference (<anumana), analogy (upamana), verbal testimony

(iagama), presumption (arthapatti) and non-cognition (anu-

palabdhi).

1 VP, p. 15. anadhigatd-badhit&'rtha-visayaka-jnanatvam pramatvam..

2 vyavahare bhatta-nayah.
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3. Perception (Pratyaksa)

The theory of perception is the basis on which the super-

structure of a Weltanschauung is built. No generalization

about the nature of the world can afford to neglect enquiring

into the nature of the perceptual process. In the discussion

on the function of psychoses we have already pointed out

how the cognition of an object takes place. What distin-

guishes pratyaksa is its directness or immediacy. Valid know-
ledge from pratyaksa is defined as the pramana-mtdligencQ

which is non-different from the object-defined-intelligence.

When the psychosis of the internal organ goes out through

the channel of the senses, pervades the object and puts on
the form of the object, there is brought about the non-differ-

ence of the intelligence which is inherent in the means of

valid knowledge from the object-defined-intelligence.1 This

is pratyaksa or perception. Perception is possible only of

things which are present and are capable of being perceived.

The events of yesterday are not objects of perception,

because they are not facts of the present time. Mind, though

present, cannot be perceived, because it is not capable of

being an object of perception. Knowledge derived from

perception can be valid only when it is not sublated by any

other evidence. Judged by this test only the knowledge of

Brahman can be prama ; and the Vedanta which leads to

that knowledge can alone be the pramana. But still, since

empirical knowledge remains unsublated up to the cognition

of Brahman, it is also regarded as valid. Empirical validity

belongs to the knowledge of the world; Brahman-knowledge

is absolutely valid.

According to the abhasavada (theory of reflection)

expounded in the PaiicadasI, there are four factors in an act

1 abddhita-vartamdna-yogya-vi§aya-caitanyd-bhinna-pramdna-caUanyam

pratyak§a-pramd.
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of perception: (1) the intelligence which has the internal

organ as its attribute together with the reflection of intelli-

gence is the perceiving agent; (2) the intelligence qualified

by the psychosis together with the reflection of intelligence

is the means of valid knowledge; (3) the intelligence defined

by pot, etc., is the object-intelligence; and (4) the reflection

of intelligence which is generated by the relation of the psy-

chosis with pot, etc., is the fruit-intelligence (phalacetana).

If a pot is to be known, there must result in it the reflection

of intelligence brought about by the contact of the psychosis

with the pot.1 The intelligence which is in the intellect and

which has assumed the form of the pot makes known the

pot. The known-ness of the pot, however, is caused by

Brahman-intelligence.

If the known-ness of the pot be due to Brahman-intelli-

gence, it may be asked, what purpose is served by the pre-

sence of the intellect? The author of the Pancadasl replies

that the intellect or the internal organ is the instrument for

making the pot known. Prior to the intellectual cognition

of the pot, the pot is made manifest by Brahman-intelligence,

not as known, but as a thing unknown; and after the mental

psychosis has come into contact with the pot, the same

intelligence manifests the pot as known. Both the

statements,
4
1 know the pot ’ and ‘ I do not know the pot,’

have Brahmanas their basis.

It may be urged that, while it is intelligible that Brah-

man should illumine the unknown-ness of an object, because

of the absence of an apparatus of perception, it does not

stand to reason that Brahman-intelligence is required for

manifesting the known-ness of the object also, for in the

latter case there is the activity of the internal organ through

the channel of the senses, which alone is the cause of per-

ception. The answer which the Advaitin gives to this

1 PD, viii, 4-17.
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contention is that both the known-ness and unknown-ness of

an object are attributes manifested by Brahman.

Just as Brahman-intelligence is required for the sake of

manifesting the known-ness and the unknown-ness of an

object, the abhasa or reflection of intelligence is needed in

order to enable the psychosis of the intellect to illumine the

object. The intellect, which is inert, non-intelligent, like

pot, etc., is powerless to manifest any object. Let us imagine

a wall studded with pieces of mirror. When the rays of the

sun are reflected in the mirrors, we may well say that the

wall is illumined both by the reflected rays and the direct

rays of the sun. But when there is neither the sun nor the

reflection of its rays, the wall is not illumined. Minds are,

like mirrors, ineffectual in themselves to reveal objects.

Reflection is necessary, if the mirrors are to illumine the wall,

and the sun too is needed, if there is to be reflection at all.

It is only that intellect which is endowed with the reflection

of intelligence that is capable of accomplishing the percep-

tion of an object. The known-ness of a pot means the

generation of the fruit, namely, the cidabhasa (reflection of

intelligence) in that pot. When a psychosis comes into con-

tact with the pot there is generated in the pot a reflection of

intelligence; and it is this reflection that reveals the pot, and

is called the fruit (phala).

What is called the fruit in the perceptual process is not

Brahman-intelligence, for even prior to the perception of an

object it existed and will continue to exist when the perceptual

process has come to an end. The fruit that is generated in

the external objects of perception is not intelligence per se;

it is only the reflection of intelligence {cidabhasa). The

words of Suresvara are sometimes quoted as evidence for

the statement that Brahman itself is the fruit .
1 But the real

intention of that great preceptor is to declare merely that the

1 See PD, viii, 11 and 13.
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fruit, namely, the reflection of intelligence is similar to Brah-

man. What is generated in the object of perception is a

reflection of Brahman-intelligence which in turn illumines

the objects. The abhasa or reflection is an appearance of

which Brahman is the reality.

Brahman-intelligence illumines the psychosis, the abhasa

and the object of perception, whereas the abhasa reveals the

object alone. Thus the object is illumined by two intelli-

gences, the real intelligence that is Brahman and the reflec-

tion that is the abhasa. First, the object is known, and then,

there is the knowledge that the object is known. The latter

kind of knowledge is called by the Logicians reflective cogni-

tion (anuvyavasaya-jnana). This is identified in the Vedanta

with Brahman-intelligence, since the admission of a reflective

psychosis leads to infinite regress. The perceptual process

discloses two distinct stages. The first is the perception of

the object and the second is the cognition that the object is

perceived. ‘ This is a pot,’ we observe, and later on add, ‘ I

know this pot.’ The first of these statements indicates the

activity of the abhasa, and the second points to the fact that

Brahman is the basic intelligence which accounts for the

known-ness of the object. Without the abhasa there cannot

be the perception of the object, and without Brahman-intelli-

gence there cannot be the generation of the abhasa which

stands to Brahman as a reflection to its image.

The channels which carry the psychoses of the internal

organ to the objects wherein the reflection of intelligence is

generated, are the cognitive senses (jhanendriyas). The psy-

choses of the internal organ go out to the objects through

the pathways of the senses and generate in them reflections

of intelligence; thence the objects are revealed.

The followers of the various schools of thought have

different views about indriyas or senses .
1 The Saugatas

1 VPS, p. 185.
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(Buddhists) maintain that the senses are but the orbs. But

the Saugata view does not stand to reason. Snakes, etc.,

though devoid of orbs like the ear-cavity, cognize sound.

And in the case of trees, which have no orb whatever, there

is the cognition of objects .
1 We learn that the trees per-

ceive, since there is the sacred teaching “ Therefore, the trees

see.” That the trees are not inert things but intelligent

beings is evident from the prohibition of injury to them. Thus

the Saugata view that the senses are the orbs is defective.

According to the Mimamsakas, the senses are the capa-

cities of the orbs. They think that, instead of assuming

another substance possessed of capacity, it is more in keeping

with parsimony to assume capacity alone in the things

already cognized. But as against this view, the Advaitin main-

tains that there is the greatest parsimony in postulating a

capacity for the self, which consists in generating cognitions

in sequence. Surely, to assume one substance with capacity

is more parsimonious than to assume many capacities in the

various sensory orbs. The Mimamsaka may turn round and

say that the transformation of the omnipresent self as cog-

nition in the region of the orbs is unintelligible. But this

objection cannot properly be raised by him
;
for he too admits

that in the region of the body the self is transformed as cog-

nition. Thus, without the assumption of capacities in the

orbs, the co-presence and co-absence of the orbs and cogni-

tions may be explained on the postulation that the self trans-

forms itself as cognitions in those regions of the body which

are called the sensory orbs. Hence the view of the Mimamsaka

that the capacities of the orbs are the senses is not sound.

Others hold that the senses are substances other than the

orbs, and that they are denoted by the words caksus (eye),

etc., because of their connection with the particular orbs.

1 That plants and even metals are sentient is borne out by the

researches of Sir J. C. Bose.
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Even this view is defective, since there is no evidence for-

stating that the senses are substances other than the orbs

and their capacities. It cannot be inferred that cognitions of

colour, etc., are caused by instruments on the ground that

they are activities of an agent like the activity of cutting a

piece of wood. It is not conclusively proved that activities

of agents are caused by instruments. In that activity of the

agent, for example, which consists in directing the instrument,

there is not the requirement of another instrument. Other-

wise, there would be infinite regress. Nor may it be said

that the senses are known from the Scriptural text, “ From
this the vital air is generated, mind and all the senses ”

;

1

for even those who have no knowledge of the sacred lore are

cognizant of the existence of the senses. It cannot be main-

tained that like the mind, the senses are also cognized by

the witness, for they are not made known by the witness

alone independent of the probans like the cognition of colour,

etc. Hence even the third view of the senses is faulty.

On the ground that the three views mentioned above

are defective, it cannot be concluded that there are no senses

at all. What the vulgar regard as the senses are the orbs,

and not the senses proper. The senses which are other than

the orbs are known from revelation alone. They cannot be

perceived; they can only be inferred. The indriya is the

instrument (karana) of perception.

What is the cause of indriyas ? 2 The Sankhyas declare

the senses to be the products of individuation (ahankara).

Whether the individuation be understood to be something

personal or to be the primal nature, there is no evidence

whatever for the assertion that individuation is the parent of

the senses. The Puranas cannot be quoted as supporting

the view that primal nature, which is the prius of creation

1 Murid., II, i, 3.

2 VPS, p. 186.
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and is called individuation, is the cause of the senses; for

there is conflict with Scripture which declares, “ Mind, dear

one, is the product of food (earth), the vital air is the product

of water, speech is the product of fire.”
1 From this text

we learn that the senses are the products of the elements.

Hence, the passages of the Puranas must be understood as

stating that the senses are dependent on individuation, not

its products.

The Logicians (Tarkikas) base their conclusions that the

senses are elemental on abstract reasoning. But that too is

unsound, for they can cite no evidence in their favour. They

cannot argue that the senses are elemental, because they

have parts, and that they have parts, because of their medium

size; for the probans are not established (hetv-asiddhi), since

there is no sublation even if the senses be atomic in size. It

may be said that, if the senses be atomic in size, there is the

contingence of the presentation of the object too being

atomic. But this contention cannot validly be lodged by

the Logicians according to whom the mind, which is atomic,,

cognizes substances like the self. The reasoning which esta-

blishes the elemental nature of the senses may be stated thus:'

of the five, colour, sound, odour, taste and touch, the sense

of sight manifests colour alone. In order that the sense of

sight may manifest colour, it must have as its material cause

that substance which has colour as its quality. Tejas or fire

is that which has colour as its distinctive quality. Hence

the sense of sight is a modification of the element, fire. In

this way it can be reasoned out that the other senses are also

elemental. But this mode of reasoning has a flaw; and there

is inconclusiveness (anaikantikatva) in the case of the sense

of hearing, which though manifesting sound alone is not the

product of ether which has sound as its quality. According

to the Logician, the sense of hearing is ether defined by the

i Chan., VI, v, 4.
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•cavity of the ear. Admitting that in respect of the sense of

hearing the above reasoning does not help to determine its

elemental nature, it may be said that the syllogistic reasoning,

which establishes the sense of sight, etc., to be products of

elements, is perfectly valid. But even here undue extension

(atiprasanga) cannot be prevented. If it be said that, because

the sense of sight manifests colour, it must be the product

of that substance which has colour as its quality, then it

must be maintained that mind is a product of the four ele-

ments, since it manifests colour, odour, taste and touch.

Nor may it be said that since mind apprehends even what

is not an element, e.g., the self, it is not a product of ele-

ments; for, in that case, it is easy to state that the sense of

sight, etc., are not products of elements, since they cognize

number, size, etc. If it be said that, on the principle that a

thing is produced by its distinctive content, there is establish-

ed the elemental character of the senses, then let the mind
be generated by its distinctive content, the self. Thus,

reasoning cannot establish the elemental nature of the senses.

It is only from revelation that we come to know that the

senses are elemental.

The senses of hearing, touch, sight, taste and smell are

products respectively of ether, air, fire, water and earth, and
they are located respectively in the ear-cavities, skin, orbs

of the eyes, tongue and nose. Since they are subtle, they

are inferred from their effects and known from revelation.

For the most part they go out and grasp external objects.

But sometimes they turn inward and apprehend objects that

are within the body. For instance, when the ear-cavities

are shut, the inner sound is heard .
1

The Yogas (i.e followers of the Yoga system) consider

the senses to be omnipresent .
2 But their view is without

1 PD, ii, 6, 7, 8.

2 VPS, p. 187.
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evidence. On the analogy of the omnipresent ether, they

say that the self, the senses and the mind are omnipresent,

since their activity is seen everywhere. This inference is not

valid. It is in no way established that their activity covers

the entire world. Nor may it be said that because they are

active wherever there is body, they are omnipresent; for,

since body is not omnipresent, the activity of the senses, etc.,

which pervade the body cannot be omnipresent. Then it

may be thought that, just as ether is omnipresent because of

the conditioning of its motion by pot, etc., the senses are

omnipresent, since their movement is conditioned by the

body. But this too does not stand to reason. If the con-

ditioning of the movement of an object by something else

be determinative of its omnipresence, then the parts of the

body may well be omnipresent, since their movement is con-

ditioned by the vital air. Further, if the senses were

omnipresent, there would be the simultaneous cognition of

.all things. Therefore, the senses are not omnipresent.

How do the senses manifest objects ? 1 The Saugatas hold

that they reveal objects even without reaching to them. Here,

they must be asked whether the senses of sight and hearing

alone are effective without reaching to the object, or whether

the rest of the senses also are so effective. The rest of the

senses do not manifest objects without reaching to them.

Otherwise, there is the contingence of the cognition of the

touch and odour of a thing which is distant. Even in the

•case of the senses of hearing and sight, it is not possible to

demonstrate that they are effective without reaching to

the object. Since these two are external senses like the

sense of smell, they are effective only by reaching to the

object. Nor may it be said that, if the sense of sight be

•effective only by reaching to the object, there would be no

instantaneous cognition of the distant luminaries like the

1 VPS, p. 187.
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pole-star; for quick travel of the sense of sight, which is of

the nature of light, to great distances is intelligible. As for

what the Logicians say that reaching, in the case of sound,

consists in the inherence in the sense of hearing, that is un-

sound. If that were so, the cognition would be of the form,

“ The sound is here in the sense of hearing.” But what we
actually experience is the apprehension of the sound there.

Hence, it must be assumed in conformity with experience

that the sense of hearing goes out to the object and appre-

hends sound. Thus it is settled that the senses are elemental,,

finite and effective by reaching to the object.

It has been said that mind flows through the channels

of the senses and apprehends objects. One section of the

Lokayatas (materialists) thinks that mind is the self.

1 The

Logicians regard mind as eternal, partless and atomic in

size. But eternafity cannot be attributed to the mind,,

because it is finite like pot. It is not possible to argue that,

because mind is a partless substance, it is eternal; for the

partlessness of mind is not established. Mind is with parts,

because it is an instrument, like the sense of sight, etc..

Further, Scripture declares that mind is made of food (earth);

and what is made of food cannot be a partless substance.

It may be asked how, if the mind be with parts, there is no

obstruction for it by corporeal objects. The Advaitin answers

that the non-obstruction is intelligible even because there is

no going away of the mind from the body so long as there is

life. There exists at the time of death non-obstruction even

for the sense of sight, etc., which are admitted to be with

parts. Hence, mind is not partless. It is not also atomic

in size, for it is with parts and it has conjunction (samyoga)
and disjunction (vibhaga). If mind be omnipresent, there is

the contingence of the simultaneous cognition of every thing,

because of its conjunction with all the senses. But there is-

1 VPS, p. 188.
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no such defect if the mind be considered to be of medium

•size. That the mind of an elephant assumes the size of an

.ant when it takes birth as an ant is intelligible through a

decrease in the parts of the mind.

According to the Sakyas (Bauddhas), in a series of cog-

nitions, the immediately antecedent cognition is the instru-

ment of the subsequent cognition, and it is itself called manas

or mind .
1 This view is not valid. The generation of the

subsequent cognition by the prior cognition does not take

place without dependence on a rule of pervasion. This is

:so because the cognition of the probans generates the cogni-

tion of the probandum only in dependence on the pervasion.

The Sakya cannot maintain that in the case of verbal know-

ledge, there is the generation of the cognition of sense by the

cognition of the word without dependence on pervasion; for

in his view, verbal knowledge is included in inference; and

if it be a mode of inferential knowledge, then the pervasion

is certainly required for the knowledge of the sense to arise.

Leaving the view that the immediately antecedent cognition

generates the subsequent one, it may be stated that it confers

on the latter its form. But since form and that which has

form are non-different, and since form which is the nature

of a thing is not dependent on any other, what the Sakya

now maintains is also faulty. Hence it must be admitted

that manas is some other thing which has parts.

Whether manas is an indriya or not is a disputed ques-

tion. Vacaspati Misra regards manas as a sense-organ. From

the statement made by Sankara in his commentary on the

Vedanta-sutra that, while Scripture (sruti) holds mind to be

not an indriya, the traditional code (smrti) characterizes it

as an indriya,
Vacaspati concludes that Sankara’s view favours

the doctrine of the traditional code. In internal perception

there is not the activity of the external senses; there is only

i VPS, p. 188.
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the function of the mind. Perception is brought about

through the channel of the sense; and since in internal per-

ception there is not the activity of the external senses, mind

itself should be regarded as a sense-organ. If mind be not

characterized as an indriya, we must either say that cognition

Of happiness, etc., is not a case of perception or that indriya

is not the instrument (karana) of perception.

According to the Vimrana view, manas is not an indriya .

Admitting that the cognition of happiness, etc., is internal

perception, the Vivarana-kara does not agree to the statement

that all cases of perception are to be caused by the activity of

the senses. As for what we have said above that the senses

are instruments of perception, that refers only to the cases

of external perception. Mind is an auxiliary to pramana. It

is the locus, not the instrument, of valid knowledge .
1 Since

happiness, etc., are made known by the witness-intelligence,

there is no need for any other karana. The experience, “ I

perceive this with the mind,” is not an evidence for stating

that mind is an instrument of perception. Mind which is the

material cause of cognition is also the efficient cause of the

superimposition of cognition, etc., on the self. Thus the ex-

perience, “I perceive this with the mind,” is intelligible even

without assuming the mind to be an instrument of valid

knowledge. That the mind is the material cause of cognition

is established by the Scriptural text, “ Desire, resolve, etc. . . .

are the mind alone.” 2 Further, such usage as, “ Our minds

know this,” makes known the mind to be the cognizer, and

not the instrument of cognition. Scripture expressly declares

that manas is not a sense-organ in the text, “ Greater than

the senses are the objects; greater than the objects is

the mind.” 3

1 Bheda-dhikkara or A Critique of Difference, p. 3.

2 Brh., I, in, 28.

3 Kafha, III, 10.
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As for what was said that, if mind be not an indriya
,

internal perception cannot be called perception, that is un-

sound. To define perception as knowledge generated by
sense-contact with the object 1

is not correct. What is char-

acteristic of perception is immediacy (aparoksatva) not sense-

contact; 2 and that immediacy is achieved when there is the

non-difference of the pramana-mteUigence with the object-

defined-intelligence. Hence, the cognition of happiness, etc.,,

though there be no sense-contact, is perceptual, because it is

immediate.

In the Pancadasl Bharatltirtha does not strictly adhere

to all the doctrines of the Vivarana view which he so ably

expounds in his Vivarana-prameya-sangraha. As we shall

have occasion to point out later on, he tries to make com-

promises with the Bhamatl view and present an eclectic con-

ception of Advaita. In the Pancadasl he characterizes manas

as the internal indriya .

3 In passing it may be mentioned

that the recognition of manas as an indriya accounts for giving

mental concentration (dhyana) a place, though a secondary

one, in the mode of realizing Brahman and regarding it as a

means to Brahman-knowledge.

The function of mind is to go out to the object through

the senses and manifest it. This it is able to do because of

its capacity to reflect intelligence. Since mind is considered

in Indian thought to be a product of primal nature (prakrti)

and therefore material, the ‘ going out
1

of the mental

1 indriya- rtha-sannikar§a-janyani-jndnarp pratyakjam, TS, p. 29.

2 The Neo-Naiyayikas, however, point out the defect in the older

definition. Gangesa defines perception as direct or immediate knowledge

and Bhasarvajna defines it as the means to clear and direct experience.

samyag-aparok?d-nubhava-sddhanam-pratyaksam. Nyayasara, p. 7.

According to Prabhakara, perception is direct apprehension, sak?at

pratitih.

3 PD, ii, 12. see Ramakrsiia Pandit’s commentary: iasya antarindri-

yatvam sanimittakam aha

;

p. 42.
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psychosis is not metaphorical, but actual. In Western philo-

sophy, mind is very often confused with spirit, and hence it is

contrasted with matter. The mind-body problem appears to

be insoluble for modern psychology because of the antithesis

that is drawn between body and mind. Materialistic meta-

physics and Behavioristic psychology agree with the Vedanta

in so far as they regard mind as a product of matter; but

they go against the spirit of the Vedanta when they do not

. accept a self as the basis of both mind and body. Without

the self which is of the nature of intelligence no cognition is

possible. Mind which is inert, a product of food, is in-

effectual of itself to illumine objects.

The Vedanta view that mind goes out to the object in

order to grasp it, explains the perceptual process better than

the impressionistic view of the West .

1 Mind is not a mere

tabula rasa, a recorder of impressions received from without.

It is not at all passive in perception. Modern psychologists

are beginning to stress the importance of the activity of the

mind in perceiving objects. They have relinquished the

common-sense point of view according to which perception is

a simple act, a passive state, a kind of receptivity. Percep-

tion is “ a mixed state, a cerebro-sensory phenomenon pro-

duced by an action on the senses and a reaction of the

brain.” 2
It is “ the process by which the mind com-

pletes, with the accompaniment of images, an impression of

the senses.” 3 “ The perception of an external object is

determined by apperception as well as by sensation. . . . Every

perception is a synthesis, or combination, of the part

1 See Jadunath Sinha’s Indian Psychology: Perception,^. 137: “And
it is much easier to conceive the out-going of the mind intelligized by the

conscious self to the object than the in-coming of the unconscious object

to the mind.”

2 Readings in General Psychology by Robinson and Robinson: Alfred
Binet on Perception, p. 239.

3
Ibid., p. 241.
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i -constituted by apperception, and the part contributed by
sensation.’91 “The general law of perception is this: that

whilst part of what we perceive comes through our senses from
the object before us, another part (and it may be the larger

part) always comes out of our own mind.” 2 The stimuli

are said to issue forth from the object, strike the sense-organs

and stimulate the nerves which carry them to the cerebral

centre where they are interpreted as sensations. Modern
psychology recognizes only the interpretative activity of

|

mind. According to the Vedanta, mind participates even

in the collection of the raw material of perception. It co-

]
operates with the senses, flows through the channels made

;

by them, pervades the object and manifests it. The Vedanta

view will not appear to be fantastic when we bear in mind
the failure of the western theories to explain how the various

stimuli received from an external object give us a knowledge

of the object as a whole.

The mind is conceived by the Vedantin to be active in

perceiving an object, and not a passive recorder of impres-

sions. In indeterminate perception, however, the Vedantin

seems to acknowledge that the activity of the mind consists

in nothing more than running into and filling a mould which

is not fundamentally different from passive functioning. But

in determinate perception, acquired perception and recog-

nition, there is not only a presentative process but also a

representative process which involves the active imagination

of the mind. In determinate perception, the mind, by its

analytico-synthetic function of dissociation and association,

breaks up the ‘ manifold of intuitions,’ renders it definite

and determinate, and refers it to the empirical unity of ap-

perception. In the visual perception of fragrant sandal which

1 Readings in General Psychology by Robinson and Robinson : Lightner

Witmer on Perception, p. 243.

2 William James : Psychology, A Briefer Course, ch. XX, p. 329.

3
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is a case of acquired perception there is a representative ele-

ment involved. To explain this kind of perception the

Naiyayika assumes a super-normal sense-contact called

jnana-laksana-sannikarsa or the contact through the cogni-

tion of an object revived in memory. The Vedantin, finding

no use for such an assumption, regards the acquired per-

ception as a mixed mode of consciousness, a psychic

compound of a presentative element and a representative

element. Recognition is a case of perception involving not

only peripheral stimulation but also the revival of residual

impressions. All these cases of perception reveal that the

mind is extremely active in the process of knowing .

1

The Naiyayikas and the followers of Vacaspati Misra

consider manas to be the instrument (karana) of internal per-

ception. But according to the Vivarana view, happiness,

misery, etc., which are objects of internal perception are

manifested by the pure witness-intelligence (kevala-saksi-

bhasyct). In the perception of an external object, there has

to be brought about the non-difference of the subject-intelli-

gence which is within and the object-defined-intelligence

which is without; hence the psychosis of the internal organ

has to go out to the object through the channel of the sense.

But in the case of internal perception, where the psychosis

and the object are not different, there is not needed either the

going out of the psychosis or any extraneous sense-organ.

Just as the fire which pervades a ball of iron illumines the

ball without depending on any extraneous light, the reflec-

tion of intelligence pervading the psychoses reveals them .

2

Since the subject-intelligence and the object-intelligence, /.<?.,

the psychosis-defined-intelligence, are within, their non-diffe-

rence is achieved even without the external activity of manas.

When the witness-intelligence is sufficient to illumine the.

1 See Jadunath Sinha’s Indian Psychology : Perception
,
chs. V & VI.

2PA viii, 19.
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objects of internal perception, it is prolix to assume the manas
to be a sense-organ.

4. Inference (Anumana)
1

What is distinctive of the perceptual knowledge of

objects both external and internal is its immediacy. Unlike

perception, inference (anumana) yields mediate knowledge.

Even sabda, upamana and arthapatti give us only mediate

knowledge. But the knowledge which results from inference

is caused by the cognition of probans (linga or hetu). The
cognition that there must be fire on the hill which has smoke
is the classic example of inferential knowledge. What is of

utmost importance in inferential knowledge is vydpti-jndna

(knowledge of the pervasion). Vyapti is the concomitance

of the probans and the probandum. When we know through

previous observation that wherever there is smoke there is

fire, and when we now behold smoke issuing forth from

yonder hill, we at once infer that there must be fire on the

hill. The cognition that there is fire on the hill is based on

the knowledge that wherever there is smoke there is fire.

The latter kind of knowledge is what is known as vyapti-

jnana. Vyapti or pervasion is the co-existence of the pro-

bandum with the probans, in all the loci wherein the probans

may be found. 2 That which pervades is the probandum and

is called the vyapaka (pervader); and that which is pervaded

is the vyapya. Fire is the pervader and smoke is the per-

.vaded. Wherever there is smoke there is fire; but it does

not follow from this that wherever there is fire there must be

1 Although Bharatitirtha does not discuss all the pramdnas in the

three works we are examining, a short account of the six means of know-

ledge is given in this chapter so that the other doctrines of the Advaita as

expounded by him may become intelligible.

2 VP, p. 151.

vyaptUca ase?asddhandsrita-sadhya-samdnddhikaranya-rupa.
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smoke. Since in the case of fire and smoke, the vyapaka

and the vyapya are not co-extensive, the pervasion that

obtains between fire and smoke is called visama-vyapti(unequal

pervasion). But where the vyapaka and the vyapya are co-

extensive, there the positions of the probandum and the

probans may validly be interchanged. The inference of

smoke from fire fed by wet fuel is as valid as the deduction

of fire fed by wet fuel from smoke. As between the two

terms,
4
fire fed by wet fuel ’ and 4 smoke 5

there is sama-

vyapti or equipollence.

The instrument which generates inferential knowledge is

vyapti-jnana. The residual impression of the pervasion

(vyapti-samskara) and the perception of the probans (linga
-

darsana) are the causes of inference .
1 The pervasion of one

thing by another is understood when they are observed to

be co-present without any inconstancy .
2 There must be an

essential connection between the two phenomena which are

said to be in the relation of the pervader and the pervaded.

That alone is the criterion of a valid knowledge of vyapti.

The observation of the vyapti only once is enough, and

bhuyo-darsana or repeated observation is not needed, if that

relation is known to be vital. Any number of observations

of crows being black cannot serve to establish a relation of

vyapti between crow-ness and black-ness, for the two are not

essentially related; and there can conceivably be crows which

are white. While the Naiyayikas regard co-absence (vyati-

reka) also as that which intimates vyapti, the Advaitins main-

tain that the observation of co-absence is not necessary.

When two phenomena are observed to be co-present without

any exception whatever, a relation of vyapti can be said to

exist between them. This is why the Advaitins (most of

them) accept only one type of inference, namely, the anvayi
,

1 VPS, p. 36.

2 VP, p. 152. saca vyabhicaradarsane sati sahacara-darsanena grhyate.
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rejecting the Naiyayika classification of inference into

kevalanvayl, kevala-vyatireki and anvaya-vyatireki.

The Logicians make a distinction between svarthanumana

and pararthanumana
,
the inference which is intended for the

satisfaction of one’s own reasoning and the inference which

is given out for convincing others. The former consists of

three propositions, while the latter contains five. The premi-

sing of what is to be proved is called pratijnd, e.g., the

hill is with fire. Hetu is the statement of the reason, e.g.,.

because it has smoke. Next, the vydpti is stated and illus-

trated, e.g., wherever there is smoke there is fire, as in the

hearth. This is known as udaharana. Then, the presence of

the probans in the subject is indicated, e.g., there is fire-

pervaded smoke on the hill. This is upanaya. The first premise

is then repeated as the conclusion (nigamana), e.g., therefore,

this hill has fire. This is the full-fledged five-membered

syllogism of the Logician. The Advaitin holds that even for

convincing others three propositions would be sufficient.
1

Either the first two or the last two propositions can be omitted.

Whether the first three or the last three members are taken,

the udaharana which contains the statement of the invariable,

universal relation, is preserved. The five-membered syllogism

of the Naiyayika is mechanical and cumbersome. The

pratijnd and the nigamana are verbatim the same .

2 The

hetu and the upanaya state the same fact .
3 Hence it is

1
Cf. Tattm-pradlpikd, p. 247, Citsukha’s criticism of the five-

membered syllogism. He seems to think that only two members, viz.,

vydpti and pak$a-dharmata are essential, and they are indicated by the

udaharana and upanaya.

2 The Logician, however, defends his position by asserting that the

nigamana is the statement of a proved certain conclusion, while the

pratijnd only premises it as provable.

3 The Logician states the difference between the two thus : the hetu

states the cognition of the probans; the upanaya states the cognition of

probans as pervaded by the probandum.



38 THE PHILOSOPHY OF ADVAITA

superfluous to have five propositions even in order to

demonstrate the validity of an inference to others.

The Logicians of the West make a distinction between

formal and material logic, deduction and induction. Bacon,

Mill and others revolted against the logic of their prede-

cessors because they found it to be purely formal and

mechanical. The Indian syllogism, however, is free from

the defects of formalism. It is both formal and material,

deductive and inductive. The udaharana or illustration is

essential for establishing the validity of an argument. It

was because the early Logicians did not lay stress on pure

forms that an elaborate system of figures and moods was

not laid out.

We have observed that the objects of inference are medi-

ate. But according to the Advaita all things are super-

imposed on the self and it is the self that is the source of

illumination. If the objects of inference as well as those of

perception are superimpositions on the self, why should the

former be mediate and the latter immediate ? 1 There is no

use of evading this question by stating that intelligence is

not the generator of immediate cognition; for what else can

regulate immediacy? The sense-organ cannot be the regu-

lator; for in the cognition of happiness, etc., though there

be no sense-organ, they are perceived as immediate. If the

internal organ be the regulator, then as there is the function

of the internal organ even in the inferential cognition of

objects, the immediacy of those objects is difficult to avoid.

To this the Advaitin replies that, whereas in the case of

perception the objects serve as the causal correlates and

manifestos of intelligence, the objects of inference do not

possess the two-fold attribute which is the regulator of im-

mediacy. In an act of perception the pot, etc., which are

objects, are the causal correlates, and they function as

1 VPS, pp. 82, 83.
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manifestors because they are the orginators of psychoses of

the internal organ. Such an activity of the objects is not

invariably observed in the case of inference. Inference may
be based even on objects which do not belong to the present.

As for the usage in respect of the object of inference, in the

form, “ He knows the rain,” that is figurative. There is

not any positive attribute called content-ness pertaining to

the object of inference. Thus the difference is intelligi-

ble as between the objects of perception and those of

inference.

5. Analogy (Upamana)

Upamana is admitted by the Mimamsakas and the

Advaitins to be an independent means of valid knowledge.

It is what may be called analogical reasoning or comparison.

The knowledge that is gained through this pramdna is the

knowledge of similarity.1 Upamana or comparison is neither

anumana. nor perception.

A townsman is told that the gavaya, which is an

inhabitant of the forest, bears a resemblance to the cow.

He goes to the forest, finds the gavaya and notices its similar-

ity to the cow. And then he compares the cow with the

gavaya and knows that the cow resembles the gavaya. This

cognition of his is the result of upamana. The judgment,

“ The cow is like the gavaya,'" is not born of perception,

because the cow about which the judgment is made is not

an object presented to sense. Nor is upamana partly per-

ception and partly memory; for what we have therein is a

unitary act of knowledge, a single pulsation of intelli-

gence.

The Naiyayika account of upamana differs from that of

the Advaitin. A person who has not seen the gavaya is

1 VP, p. 176. sadrsya-pramakaranam upamdnam.
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informed that the wild animal resembles a cow. He casually

comes across a gavaya, and remembers what he has heard

from his friend about the resemblance of the gavaya to the

cow. And he comes to know that what the word ‘ gavaya ’

denotes is the class of objects which resemble the cow. Thus,

according to the Naiyayika, upamiti (knowledge resulting

from upamana) consists in the knowledge of the relation

between a name and the object denoted by it. Knowledge

of similarity is the instrument of such cognition.

The Advaitin’s objection to this account of the Logician

is that it does not make out a case for regarding upamana as

a separate pramana. That the word gavaya denotes the class

of objects similar to the cow can be known either through

verbal testimony or through inference. Hence, it is only the

knowledge of the similarity to the gavaya that is present in

the cow through the instrumentality of the knowledge of the

similarity to the cow which is present in the gavaya that con-

stitutes upamiti-prama.1

6. Presumption (Arthapatti)

Presumption {arthapatti) is the postulation of what ex-

plains through the knowledge of what is to be explained.
2-

When a certain fact is to be explained, we assume something

which accounts for it. Arthapatti is that process of know-

ledge which makes something intelligible by assuming

something else. When it is known that a particular person is

alive and when he is not to be found in his house, we assume,

in order to reconcile the two facts of his living and of his

absence from home, that he must be somewhere outside his

house. The knowledge of what is to be explained, viz., the

1 VP, p. 177. gavaya-nistha-gosddrsya-jndnam karcinam gonispia-

gavaya-sddrsya-jndnam phalam.
2 VP. p. 236. upapddya-jndnena upapadaka-kalpanam arthapattih.
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absence from home of the person who is alive, is instrumental

to the knowledge of what explains, viz., that the person exists

somewhere outside his house.1

Arthapatti is of two kinds, presumption from what is

seen {drstarthapatti) and presumption from what is heard

{srutdrthapatti). Scripture declares, “ The knower of self

crosses sorrow ”.2 The host of bondage which is indicated

by the word * sorrow ’ is determined to be illusory, since

nothing which is real is removable by knowledge. This is

an instance of srutdrthapatti. When there is the sublation of

the cognition of silver in nacre by the cognition of nacre,

the illusoriness of silver is assumed so that the reality of nacre

that is perceived may become intelligible. This is presump-

tion from what is seen (<drstarthapatti).

The suggestion that arthapatti may be included in infer-

ence is turned down by pointing out that if an instance of

arthapatti be reduced to the syllogistic form, the major

premise will not indicate any positive pervasion {anvaya-

vyapti). It will take the form of vyatireka-vyapti which is,

for the Advaitin, not a valid inference.

7. Non-Cognition {.Anupalabdhi)

The Bhattas, and the Advaitins who follow them in

matters empirical, hold that non-existence (abhava) is known

through non-cognition {anupalabdhi). The non-existence of

knowledge in general, says the Advaitin, is known by the

witness. But the non-existence of a particular cognition is

known by non-cognition. 3 The valid knowledge of non-

existence is that which is gained through non-cognition of

1 VP, p. 237. upapadya-jhanam , karanam, upapadaka-jhanam phalam.

2 Chan., VII, i, 3.

3 VPS, p. 16. sak§i-vedyo jhanamatra-bhavah. jndna-vise$d-bhavas

tu vyavahare bhatta-naya ity abhyupagamena ?astha-mdna-gatnyah.
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the capable .

1 If in a particular locus, say, the ground, there

be the non-existence of something, say, the pot, then, that

non-existence is known by non-cognition. The locus of

non-cognition is called the correlate (anuyogi) and that of

which there is the non-existence in the locus is known as

the counter-correlate (pratiyogl'). Non-cognition can yield

knowledge of the non-existence only of those objects which

are capable of being cognized were they present in the res-

pective loci along with the other causes of cognition. Other-

wise, the non-existence of pot in a place which is enshrouded

in darkness and of merit and demerit in the self would be

cognized through anupalabdhi. But since the presence of

pot in a dark place is not perceptible, its non-existence can-

not be the object of non-cognition. Similarly, since merit

and demerit are super-sensuous their non-existence cannot

be known by anupalabdhi. Hence in order that the non-

existence of a particular object may be known by non-

cognition, it is essential that the existence of that object must

be capable (yogya) of being cognized.

The Prabhakaras do not accept non-cognition as the

pramana which makes known non-existence. They hold

that non-existence has no reality apart from the existence of

a thing. An object is known to be existent with reference

to itself and non-existent with reference to other objects.

The non-existence of a thing is the existence of another. The

Sankhyas also regard the non-existence of pot on the ground

as but the existence of the bare ground. Both these schools

maintain that non-existent is perceived. The perception of

the bare locus, say, the ground, makes known the non-

existence of the counter-correlate, say, the pot.

The Advaitin criticizes this view of the Prabhakaras and

the Sankhyas. If the perception of the bare locus, e.g., the

1 Tattvdnusandhdna, p. 207 ;
yogya- nupalabdhi-karanika prama abhava-

{pramd.
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.'ground, yield the cognition of non-existence, then, even when
there is the existence of pot on the ground, there must be

the cognition of its non-existence, since there is present the

perception of the locus. It may be said that because there

is an existent, viz., pot on the ground, there is not the cog-

nition of non-existence. Then there is this contingence that

when a cloth is perceived to be on the ground, there would

not be the cognition of the non-existence of pot. Further,

if the perception of the bare locus be instrumental to the

cognition of non-existence, then as there is the non-existence

of innumerable things on the perceived locus, the ground,

there must be the cognition of the non-existence not only of

pot but of all those things. But that is not testified to by our

experience. Hence the theory that non-existence is known
by perception is extremely defective.

The Naiyayikas advocate what may be called the ad-

jectival theory of non-existence. They do not, like the

Prabhakaras and the Sankhyas, identify non-existence with

the bare existence of the locus. They regard non-existence

as an attribute of the locus. The ground is qualified by the

non-existence of pot. Since the qualities of an object are

given in the perception of that object, the quality called non-

existence is also made known by the perception of the locus

of non-existence. For every act of perception there is needed

some mode of contact (,sannikarsa); and that kind of contact

which leads to the perception of non-existence is technically

called visesanatd.

The Advaitin rejects this view, because it is defective.

Visesanatd cannot be a mode of sense-contact .
1 If mere

visesanatd were the contact, there should be the cognition of

the non-existence of pot even in a place which is hidden by

a wall, since that place is qualified by the non-existence of

pot. The Logician cannot with justification say that the

1 Bheda-dhikkara or A Critique of Difference

,

p. 6.
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contact of the locus and the sense-organ is also the cause of

the cognition of non-existence; for according to him, in the

cognition of the non-existence of sound there is no sense-

contact with the locus which is itself the sense of hearing,

viz., the ear-defined ether. If sense-contact with the locus

were also the cause of the cognition of non-existence, there

is the contingence of the non-perception of the non-existence

of sound. Nor may it be said that there is sense-contact

with the non-existence which is the qualification of that locus

where, if the counter-correlate existed, it would be perceived;,

for what is meant by the words
4
cognition of the counter-

correlate in the locus of its existence’ ? Will there be

sense-contact with the non-existence which is the qualification

of a locus where the existence of the counter-correlate is

occasionally cognized? If sense-contact be admitted in such

a case, then, since there is occasional cognition of pot, etc.,

even in a place that is now hidden, there is the contingence

of the perception of the non-existence. To remedy this

defect it may be stated that there must be constant cognition

of the counter-correlate if it existed in the locus, and then

alone the non-existence of that counter-correlate can be

perceived. But constant cognition is impossible even in the

case of sound which is constantly present in the sense of

hearing. Sound is heard only when there is the presence of

the necessary auxiliaries.

Since cognition of non-existence is intelligible even

by non-cognition, it is futile to assume visesanata as a

mode of sense-contact which makes known non-existence.

Non-cognition is not perceptual in character. As for the

activity of the sense-organ in non-cognition that is exhausted

even with the cognition of the locus. The locus is per-

ceived, not non-existence. Hence, non-cognition must be

recognized as the pramana which makes known non-

existence.
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Four varieties of non-existence are recognized by the

Nyaya. The non-existence of an object before it comes into

being is prag-abhava. Pot is non-existent prior to its pro-

duction. Antecedent non-existence is the basis on which

judgments about future phenomena are made. This kind of

non-existence is beginningless, but it comes to an end when

the object in question is brought into being. Pradhvamsa-

’bhava is annihilative non-existence. It is a phenomenon

which happens to an object when that object is destroyed.

When a pot is broken, the pot ceases to exist. The anni-

hilative non-existence of the pot has a beginning, but no end.

The same pot which is destroyed can never come into

existence again. The third variety is atyanta- bhava or abso-

lute non-existence. If in a locus a thing is never present,

then it is said that there is in that locus the absolute non-

existence of that thing, e.g., in ether there is the absolute

non-existence of taste, odour, etc. This kind of non-existence

is held to be eternal by the Logicians. The last mode of

abhava is reciprocal non-existence or anyonya- bhava. It

makes known bheda or the difference of one object from

another. As between pot and cloth there is reciprocal

non-existence.

The author of the Vedanta-paribhasa accepts the Naiya-

yika classification of non-existence.1 But he does not sub-

scribe to the statements that annihilative non-existence is

without an end and that absolute non-existence is eternal.

The annihilative non-existence of pot is destroyed when there

is the destruction of the potsherds. Nor may it be said that

when the annihilative non-existence is destroyed, there must

be the existence of pot again; for, since the destruction of

the potsherds implies the destruction of the pot as well, there

is not the contingence of the re-emergence of the pot. Other-

wise, even when the pot, which is of the nature of the

i VP, p. 259.
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destruction of its prag-ahhava, is destroyed, there is the con-

tingence of the re-emergence of the prag-abhava. It may
be said that where the locus of destruction is eternal, there,

the destruction is also eternal. But if such a locus be other

than intelligence, then that locus cannot be eternal. If the

locus of destruction be intelligence, then, what is called the

destruction of what is superimposed is nothing but the bare

substrate, viz., Brahman-intelligence. The Naiyayika view

that atyantdbhava is eternal does not fit in with the scheme

of Advaita wherein nothing other than the Absolute is.

eternal.

Nrsimhasramin in the Bheda-dhikkara records that it is

unnecessary to admit of varieties in non-existence. All cases

of non-existence can be reduced to the form of absolute non-

existence. For instance, in the cognitions “ the ground is

not pot ” and “ there is no pot on the ground,” there is no

difference whatever in the sense of the negation. Potness is

the determinant of counter-correlate-ness in both cases; and

in both the instances there is admitted the cognition of the

ground not having pot-ness. Thus it is needless to make
distinctions in non-existence.1

Whether modes of non-existence be recognized or not,

the Advaitins agree with the Bhattas in admitting thepramana
of non-cognition as making known the non-existence of

particular objects. The non-existence of knowledge in

general, however, as the Vivarana-prameya-sahgraha puts it,

is revealed by the witness.

8. Verbal Testimony (Sabda or Agama)

Words are the vehicles of thought. Sabda means
c

sound
9 and * word ’. Sabda-prama is knowledge derived

from the authority of words. Verbal testimony is a valid
1 Bheda-dhikkara or A Critique of Difference, p. 34.
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means of knowledge. To the Mimamsakas and the Advaitins

who regard Truth as revealed by Scripture, sabda-pramdna is

vitally important. Just as in empirical usage, the testimony

of a trustworthy person makes known truth, in the sphere

of the supersensuous, Scripture is of use as the revelation of

what is true.

The Buddhists do not accept Scripture as authoritative.
1

Words, they say, are not recallers of tilings and vakya

(sentence) is not a means of valid knowledge. Words cannot

recall associated things, because as between words and things

the modes of relation, like conjunction, etc., are not possible.

Nor can the word ‘ sambandha ’ or ‘ relation * mean the capa-

city to generate knowledge; for whether the capacity to

generate knowledge be interpreted as the capacity to generate

experience or as the capacity to generate memory, that is

not present in words. Words, when they are in the form

of a sentence, generate the experience of the sentence-sense;

but they by themselves cannot generate experience in respect

of their own senses. Even at the time of learning the mean-

ing of words, the words do not by themselves convey their

senses. The senses of words are known by other means.

Hence words cannot generate the experience of their senses.

Nor have words the capacity to generate memory. The

alleged capacity in words cannot generate memory, as un-

cognized, for the instrument of memory is what is itself

cognized. Nor is it possible to say that the capacity, which

is known to exist in words, generates memory; for capacity

cannot be known prior to the production of its effect. Were

it to generate memory only after it is known, there is reci-

procal dependence (parasparasraya) as between the origina-

tion of memory and cognition of capacity. The defect of

reciprocal dependence may be sought to be overcome by

examining how the senses of words are first learnt. On
1 VPS, p. 31.
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hearing the words
4
bring the cow,’ a person brings the cow,

and when ordered to ‘ take the cow,’ he leads the cow away.

Through the activity of the intermediate elder (madhyama-

vrddha), a child learns the meanings of the words
4

cow,’
4

bring/
4

take/ etc. This the child is able to do through

insertion and elimination of words. It infers that the cog-

nition of the sense of particular words is the cause of a

certain kind of activity, since the latter follows on the former.

In tins manner, since at the time of learning, the capacity of

words to generate their senses is known, later on when those

words are uttered, the memory of their senses is generated.

Hence, it may be thought that there is not the said reciprocal

dependence. Even thus, is the determination of capacity at

the time of learning in respect of words alone, or is it in res-

pect of those related to particular things ? Not the first, since

there is the contingence of the non-establishment of restriction

in applying a particular word to a particular thing. The
second alternative leads to infinite regress (<anavastha) in that

in order to determine the capacity of a word to be related

to a particular object another relation is needed and for that

another and so on. If it be said that capacity establishes

•both itself and the other, even then, at the time of memory,
the thing cannot be remembered from the cognition of the

mere word, since there is the contingence of non-restriction.

Nor can the memory be caused by the perception of the word
possessing a capacity whose sphere is the thing; for, since

the thing is seen at the same time when there is the percep-

tion of the word, the memory generated by the word is futile.

Nor is it valid to hold that the memory is from the perception

of the word and the residual impression generated by the

cognition of capacity; for that much is not enough to pro-

duce memory. To say that a particular thing is the recaller

and another the recalled, there must be between them some
other relation such as similarity, opposition, causality, etc.
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But no such relation is observed to obtain as between a word

and thing. Hence, the Buddhists conclude that words are

not recallers of things and that the sentence is not a means

of valid knowledge.

As against the Buddhist view, the Advaitin maintains

that there is no defect whatever in the memory of a thing

being caused by the perception of the word and the residual

impression of capacity. It does not stand to reason to say

that, because as between a word and thing there is no rela-

tion like that of similarity, etc. ; a word, though it has capa-

city does not recall a thing, for it is a contradiction to hold

that there is capacity without the generation of the effect.

What has capacity must generate the effect. Hence, words

which have capacity produce the recollection of the things

which they signify. Since words are capable of connoting

their senses, they are valid as means of knowledge.

What does a word primarily recall or indicate, a parti-

cular (vyakti) or a class (jati) ? The Sankhyas hold that a

word signifies a particular or individual. In our experience

we meet with particulars alone, not with generalities. When
we mention the word ‘ cow,’ we mean by that word a parti-

cular cow. The Jainas or the Arhatas maintain that the

word denotes akrti or the configuration of the parts. The

word ‘ cow ’ denotes the generic form of cows. The refer-

ence to individuals is only indirect. The Mimamsakas, the

Vedantins and those of their way of thinking regard words

as primarily signifying generalities (jati). The word ‘ cow ’

stands for the essential nature of cow, viz., cow-ness. It is

not the generic form (akrti) but the essential attribute that

is signified by the word. The Naiyayikas argue that a word

means all the three—vyakti (individual), jati (generality) and

akrti (configuration). Some of the later Naiyayikas are of

the opinion that a word signifies neither a pure particular

nor a . bare generality. What it denotes is an individual

4
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qualified by a class (jativisista-vyakti).
1 The Advaitins criti-

cize this view on the ground that the generality which is

connoted by the word ‘ cow ’ is the basis for applying that

word to an individual cow. What they mean by generality

or class is the essential nature of the individuals that con-

stitute a class.

Besides the primary sense (mukhyartha or sakyartha),

a word has also an implied or secondary sense (laksyartha).

When the primary meaning of a word does not fit in with

the context in which it appears, the secondary sense of the

word is to be accepted. The secondary implication of a

word is that which is related to what is primarily indicated

by that word .
2 There are three kinds of secondary impli-

cation. Jahallaksana or exclusive implication is the implica-

tion of some sense which is other than the sense primarily

indicated by the word but which is related to the latter while

the primary sense is completely given up .
3 In the phrase

‘ the village on the Ganges,’ the primary sense of the word
‘ Ganges,’ viz., the river, is relinquished and the bank which

is related to the river is implied. Ajahallaksana or non-

exclusive implication is the implication of a sense, which

being other than the primary sense of the word, is yet related

to it, this primary sense not being given up .
4 The word

‘ school ’ in the sentence
4

the school works to-day ’ indicates

the inmates of the school, but still the primary sense of the

word is not rejected. When part of the primary sense of a

word is discarded and part of it accepted, there is for that

1 D. M. Datta’s Six Ways ofKnowing, pp. 259 f.

2 sakya-sambandhah laksana.

Vdkyavrtti, 47, Mem. Ed., Vol. 15:

manantara-virodhe tu mukhydrthasya-parigrahe,

mukhydrthena- vinabhute pratitir laksanocyate.
9

3 sakydrtha-paritydgena tat-sambandhy arthantare vrttih jahallaksana.

4 sakyartha- parityagena tat-sambandhy arthantare vrttih ajahallaksana.
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word exclusive-non-exclusive implication (jahadajahal-

laksana).
1 This type of implication is also called bhdga-

tyaga-laksana. In the judgment of identity,
6

This - is that

Devadatta
,

5

the exclusive-non-exclusive implication is under-

stood. The meaning of the word 4

this ’ is Devadatta quali-

fied by present time, etc., and the sense of the word ‘ that
’

is the same Devadatta qualified by past time, etc. In this

judgment part of the meaning of the words
4

this ’ and ‘ that,’

viz., Devadatta, is taken and the other part of their meanings,

viz.,
4

qualified by present time ’ and
4

qualified by past time,’

is rejected. In construing the sense of the major texts like,
4
That thou art ’ and c

I am Brahman,’ exclusive-non-exclu-

sive implication is employed.

Words that have a syntactical unity constitute a sen-

tence .

2 How is the meaning of a sentence known? Do the

words that form a sentence indicate the construed meaning,

besides their own senses ? Or do they present their individual

meanings alone? The Prabhakaras hold that the words

convey their own senses as well as the construed meaning of

the sentence. Their theory is termed anvitabhidhana-vada.

The Bhattas maintain that the words signify their own senses

alone. The sentence-sense is later on cognized by the con-

struction of the meanings of words. This view is known as

abhihitanvaya-vada .

3 Words connote their own senses. The

word 4 cow ’ is used in such contexts as
4

Bring the cow,’
4
Bind the cow,’ etc. While the word 4 cow ’ is present in

both these sentences, the words
4

bring ’ and
4

bind ’ are in-

constant. Hence, the word
4 cow ’ is not invariably related

to any other sense than its own. Every word at first signi-

fies its own meaning. Then the meanings of all the words

in a sentence are put together and the sense of the sentence

1 sakyaikadesa-parityagenaikadese vrttih jahad-ajahallaksana.

2 VPS, pp. 257, 258.

3 Manameyodaya (TPH), pp. 94-98.



52 THE PHILOSOPHY OF ADYAITA

is construed. First, the senses of words arise from words;

and then from the senses of words the sentence-sense

is construed .
1

The Prabhakaras object to the abhihitanvaya-vada of the

Bhattas. The words of a sentence, even at the very first,,

cause the cognition of their relation in the sentence. Further*

it is prolix to interpose, between the sentence and the cogni-

tion of its sense, the meanings of the words and their capa-

cities. The view of the Bhattas disregards these two facts*

and hence it is defective. What is central in a sentence is.

the verb which is declarative of what is to be accomplished

(karya).

2

All other words in the sentence have syntactical

connection with the karya. Nothing has meaning if it be

not related to what is to be accomplished {karya). From
the sentence,

44
Bring the cow, with the stick,” there is cog-

nized the syntactical connection of the
4 cow ’ and

4

stick
*

with the act of bringing. The act of bringing is, no doubt*

not known from the sentence,
4

Bind the cow ’
; but still, even

there, the cow is cognized only as related to an act, e.g.,

binding. Instead of stating that words originate a know-

ledge of their senses and later from their senses the sentence-

sense is construed, it is in keeping with parsimony to say that

words themselves make known their relation. And an

examination of how the meanings of words are learnt shows

that all words are related to what is to be accomplished.

Though in empirical matters, the Advaitins pursue the

path of the Bhattas, they are divided among themselves on

the present question. Eminent preceptors of Advaita like

Vacaspati and Citsukha advocate the view of the Bhattas.

But the author of the Vivarana and Bharatitlrtha in the

1 padebhyah paddrthah
,
padarthebhyah samsarga ity abhihitanvayah.

2 A distinction is made between the karya and the kriya. The reach-
ing of a place is the karya or what is to be accomplished. The act of walk-
ing is the kriya. Karya, in Prabhakara terminology, is equivalent to apurva.
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Vivarana-prameya-sangraha hold that both the'views are equal-

ly valid for the purpose of Advaita. The Vivarana view

which is explained by Bharatitirtha gives a different account

of the anvitabhidhana-vada from that of the Prabhakara. It

is not necessary, says the Vivarana-kara (author of Vivarana),
for every word in a sentence to be related to the verb alone.

Relation may be to an attribute, substance, act, causal-

correlate, etc. In the sentence ‘ Bring the white cow,’ the

attribute ‘white ’ is related to the substance which is associated

with the generality, viz., cow, the substance is related to the

causal-correlate, the sense of the case-ending, and again the

substance as qualified by the sense of the case-ending is

related to the act, and the act is related to the niyogakdrya

{what is to be accomplished by the injunction). Thus the

relation of the attribute, etc., with what is to be accomplished

{karya) is not direct. Hence, because of parsimony it must

be admitted that the word has capacity in respect of its sense

as associated with the sense of some other word, not neces-

sarily with the sense of the verb. If this be not accepted,

there is the contingence of the sentence being merely a re-

statement; for, the capacity of words is discerned in those

senses which are associated with what is to be accomplished

and which are known by other pramanas, and then the same

is cognized by the vdkya-pramdna. Hence the sentence must

surely be a re-statement of what is already known by other

pramanas. Nor may it be said that the meanings of all

words are directly related to what is to be accomplished and

that while the former are subsidiaries [sesa), the latter is the

principal (sesi)
;
for as between the word-senses and the karya

the relation of subsidiaries and the principal cannot be

established. How is the karya the principal? It is not the

master (svamin), because it is inert. It is not the whole

(avayavi), because the other word-senses are not its parts or

members. It is not what is to be achieved (sddhya), for
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everywhere it is action (kriya) that is achieved by the causal-

correlates. It is not what is ultimately to be achieved, since

the fruit, heaven, etc., is alone what is to be thus achieved*

Hence, words must be regarded as making known their senses-

as in association with the senses of other words, be they verbs

or otherwise. If there be capacity only for those words-

which are associated with the kdrya, then, what about the

word 4

kdrya ’ which has no other kdrya to be related to ? It

cannot be said that there is the other kdrya which is of the

nature of the stem-sense; for there is not, at first, for the

stem-sense, the nature of what is to be accomplished. It is

fallacious to say that all words have capacity only in respect

of what is to be accomplished. There is knowledge of sense

even from such statements like ‘ Devadatta went out after

taking his meal,’ which do not indicate anything that is to-

be accomplished. There is no rule that meanings of words

are to be learnt only by observing the intermediate elder

carrying out some commands. Even from the teachings of

the Nighantu and Grammar, learning is possible. Hence,,

without depending on what is to be accomplished, words

intimate their senses as associated with the senses of other

words (ianyanvita-svartha). It may be objected that in the

view of anvita-bhidlidna since the word 4 cow ’ will be asso-

ciated with such words as ‘ bring,’
4

bind,’ etc., and the

word 4

bring
5

will be associated with words like
4

cow,’
4
horse,’ etc., the sense of the sentence,

4

Bring the cow,’ will

not be definite and distinct. This objection will appear

pointless, when we take into account the context in which

the words appear. In the sentence
4

Bring the cow,’ the

word 4 cow ’ is not related to binding, but only to bringing*

Similarly the word 4

bring ’ is associated with the cow and

not with the horse. Nor may it be- said that, since the word
4 cow ’ means 4

cow-ness ’ as associated with bringing and the

word 4

bring ’ denotes the act of bringing as associated with
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the cow, there is the contingence of the two words being

synonyms; for, neither of the words indicates by itself the

relation to the other. When the word ‘ gam ’ (cow, accu-

sative singular) is uttered alone, no relation is seen to the

act of bringing; and the mere word * anaya’ (bring) does

not relate itself to the cow. It is only from the two

words together that their reciprocal relation is cognized.

Hence there is not the said defect. It cannot be maintained

that the difference in meaning between the two words is

caused by the one being the earlier and the other the later;

for, if that were so, there is the contingence of difference in

meaning between the words ‘ ahitagni ’ and * agnyahita ’

both of which signify one who has ceremoniously kindled

the sacred fire. The fallacy of reciprocal dependence may
be urged against the anvitabhidhana-vada in this manner:

when the word ‘ cow ’ signifies * cow-ness,’ the other word

indicates
4

bringing ’ which is related to that; and when the

word 4

bring * denotes
4

bringing,’ the word cow makes

known 4

cow-ness ’ which is associated therewith; and thus

there is reciprocal dependence. But there is not this defect.

At the time of hearing each word, its sense alone is cognized,

and when the last word is uttered, all the words, which are

remembered, conjointly make known their own senses, which

have already been indicated as mutually associated.

Nor is there confusion of the anvitabhidhana-vada with

the view of abhihitdnvaya. In the view of abhihitanvaya, the

words cease to function after indicating their senses; and

then, there is the cognition of the sentence-sense from the

word-senses. In the anvitabhidhana-vada ,
however, words

themselves make known the sentence-sense. This is the

distinction .
1

1 VPS, p. 260. abhihitanvaya-vdde hi paddni paddrthdn abhidhayo
’
pakfiyante

,
padarthebhyo vdkydrtha-pratipattih , anvitdbhidhdna-vade tu

padanam eva vakyartha-pratipadakatvam iti visesah.
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As thus reinterpreted, the anvitabhidhana-vada serves the

purpose of the Advaitin in an equal measure with the

abhihitanvaya-vada of the Bhattas. Neither of the views comes

into conflict with the Vedantic interpretation of Scripture.

On considerations other than those which were relevant to

Prakasatman or Bharatltirtha, we find that the Bhatta view

is more plausible than the theory of the Prabhakaras, though

the latter serves to check the tendency to regard words as

symbols of unrelated, abstract universal, and to indicate

some truth from the standpoint of the speaker of the words .
1

A mere jumble of words cannot constitute a sentence.

Words picked at random and put together do not make sense.

A sentence is constructed under specific conditions. The

words that go to form a sentence must stand in mutual need.

The combination of words must be essential, and not acci-

dental. There must be akanksa (expectancy) among the

words of a sentence. The mention of the word ‘ cow ’ makes

the sense of the word hang in the air as it were, without any

completion of meaning; similarly, from the isolated word
* bring

5 no full sense is made out. Hence, each of the two

words stands in need of some other word or words in order

to convey some complete meaning. It is not enough that

there are words which seek the aid of other words; there must

also be available words which satisfy that want or seeking.

The word ‘ swine ’ added to the word 4 cow ’ cannot make
sense. Though the word ‘ cow ’ seeks the co-operation of

some other word, the word 4

swine ’ is of no use for the pur-

pose, for it is not capable of satisfying the demands of the

word ‘ cow \ Only those words that are capable or compatible

1 D. M. Datta’s Six Ways ofKnowing, pp. 289-299.

Jnanaghanapada in his Tattvasuddhi favours the Vivarana view,

pp. 47-51: abhihitanvaya-pakse aneka-sakti-kalpana-prasangat, sangati-

grahanasya ca padanam anvitartha-visyatvat, vakyarthasya ca asabdatva.

prasangat, padartha-ndmadheyapurvapramam-parikalpana-prasangat, vak-
yartha-pratipatteh padanam anvitabhidhayakatve ’pi virodhabhavat, apagata-
nikhila-dosa-vratam anvitdbhidhanam eva nyayam nyayavido manyante.
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(yogya) can fulfil the akanksa of other words. The word
4
bring,’ for example, is adequate to supply the want felt by

the word 4 cow Besides these two material conditions,

j

akanksa and yogyatd, there is a formal condition, and that

I
is asatti or proximity. There is no use of pronouncing the

i word ‘ cow ’ now, and the word ‘ bring ’ after the lapse of

an hour. The words that go to make up a sentence must

be proximate or contiguous in time when they are spoken,

and in space when they are written. Thus words which

possess reciprocal expectancy, juxtaposition and competency

constitute a sentence .

1

A fourth factor which determines the cognition of the

sentence-sense is the knowledge of purport or tatparyajhana.

The purport of the words which are used in the empirical

discourse is settled with reference to the context. Though

the word ‘ saindhava ’ means both salt and horse, when a

j

person who is taking his meal says, ‘ Bring saindhava,’ the

I purport of the word is cognized to be salt and not horse.

« The purport of the Vedic words is determined through

l six characteristic marks (sadlihga). Only purportful Scrip-

ture is authoritative .

2 The marks determinative of purport

are: the harmony of the initial and concluding passages

(upakrama-upasamhara), repetition (abhyasa), novelty (apur-

vata), fruitfulness (phala), glorification by eulogistic passages

or condemnation by deprecatory passages (<arthavada

)

and

intelligibility in the light of reasoning (tipapatti)? By applying

1 Manameyodaya, p. 99.

atra'kdhksd ca yogyatvam sannidhis ceti tat trayam,

vakya-rtha-vagame sarvaih karanatvena kalpyate

.

VPS

,

p. 212.

anyonyakdhk$d-sannidhi-yogyatavanti padani vdkyam.

;

2 Bhamatl (TPH), p. xiv,

j

tatparyavatl hi srutih pratyak$ad balavati, na srutimatram.

I

3 See Introduction to Bhamatl (TPH), p. xiv,

I upakramo- pasamharav abhyaso, *purvatd phalam

I arthavado
\
papattl ca lihgam tatparya-nirnaye.

I

i*
/. '.t

>'*r

’

W I.
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these tests, the Advaitin discovers that the entire Scripture

has the non-dual Brahman for purport.

Vacaspati regards sabda or verbal testimony as capable

of generating only mediate knowledge. It is prasankhyana

or continued meditation, and not sravana, that is the cause

of the intuitive experience of Brahman. According to the

Vivarana view, verbal testimony is capable of generating

immediate as well as mediate knowledge .

1 A bare sentence

yields only mediate knowledge. But the sentence whose

purport has been inquired into causes immediate experience.

When the full purport of the sentence, “ This self is Brah-

man,” is cognized after a thorough inquiry, Brahman

becomes the content of immediate experience. In the illus-

tration of the ten travellers who counted only nine after

crossing a ferry, we find that there is the experience of the

immediate presence of the tenth person, when a trustworthy

man points to the traveller who forgot to include himself in

the counting and says, “ You are the tenth.” Similarly, in

the case of Brahman, there is at first the mediate knowledge

of its existence from the Scriptural statements like “ Existence

alone, dear one, was this in the beginning, one only without

a second,” 2 etc.; and then, the major texts, “That thou

art,” 3 etc., when their purport is known, reveal the imme-

diacy of Brahman. That there is mediate knowledge from

mere statement and immediate knowledge from the sentence

whose meaning has been inquired into is illustrated in the

episode of Bhrgu .
4 Understanding Brahman, at first, medi-

ately through its characteristic of being the cause of origi-

nation, sustentation and destruction of the world, Bhrgu

came to have immediate knowledge of Brahman through a

1 PD, vii, 58 f.

2 Chan., VI, ii, 1.

3 Chan., VI, viii, 7.

4 Tait., III.
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searching inquiry into the purport of the definition of Brah-

man which his father imparted to him. The story of Indra

in the Chandogya is a similar instance in point. Indra, after

knowing mediately the nature of the self as indicated in the

text, “ That self which is devoid of defect, rid of ravaging

effect of age, free from death and misery,” etc.,
1 approached

his preceptor four times with a view to acquire the intuitive

experience of the self. The Aitareyopanisad indicates Brah-

man mediately in the passage, “ In the beginning, this was

the one only self; nothing else existed,” 2
etc., and later by

the method of superimposition and subsequent withdrawal

(,adhyaropa-pavada) it teaches the intuitive experience of

Brahman which is of the nature of intelligence. The view

that the major texts which are but sentences are capable of

generating immediate knowledge is supported by Sankara in

his Vakyavrtti where he declares that the maha-vakyas are

for the sake of the establishment of the immediate experience

of Brahman .

3

Now, it may be argued that logic tells us that from a

sentence only mediate cognition results; that, for example,

from a statement about heaven only an inferential knowledge

about heaven is obtained. The argument takes the following

syllogistic form: the major text generates only mediate know-

ledge since, it is a sentence, like the sentence about heaven.

But this mode of reasoning is not valid, for the probans is

inconstant in the case of the tenth man in the parable of the

travellers. From the statement, “ You are the tenth man,”

there certainly results immediate knowledge of his being the

tenth person for the one who lost himself in counting.

Hence, it is not established that because the major text is a

sentence, it generates only mediate knowledge. As for the

1 Chan., VIII, vii, 1.

2 Ait., l,i, 1.

3 Mem. Ed., Vol. 15, pp. 30, 31.
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non-immediacy of the knowledge of heaven, it is because

heaven which is the object of knowledge is itself not imme-

diate. In order that there may be immediate cognition of a

thing, that thing must be immediate. And since Brahman is

eminently immediate, the cognition thereof gained from the

Scriptural texts may intelligibly be immediate. If on hearing

the maha-vakyas a person does not get an immediate intui-

tion of Brahman, it is not because those vakyas are incapable

of generating that experience, but because there is the

obstruction caused by impossibilities and notions of the con-

trary.
1 What is called impossibility is the unfitness of the

mind for one-pointedness which is the cause of a host of

contemplations of the non-difference of the self from Brah-

man. And notions of the contrary are a host of the residual

impressions of the superimposition of the body, etc., on the

self. Hence, although Brahman-knowledge is the result of

the pramana of the sacred teaching, being obstructed by such

mental defects as impossibility and notions of the contrary

being true, it is in need of tarka or reasoning. Though
reasoning is not independently an evidence in respect of

Brahman-knowledge, it is helpful thereto by removing the

said obstruction. A cause can originate its effect only when
there is the absence of obstacles. When the obstacles, viz.,

impossibility and notions of the contrary are removed by
reasoning, from the Vedantic texts there arises unshakable

immediate experience of Brahman.

It is the conviction of the Advaitin that Brahman alone

is real and that it is made known by verbal testimony. Now,
is verbal testimony which is the evidence for Brahman real

or unreal ? 2 If it be real, then as there is a reality which is

other than Brahman, the latter’s non-duality will be

destroyed. If it be unreal, then, what is revealed by an unreal

1 VPS, p. 100.

2 SLS, p. 320 (Ed. by Harihara Sastri).
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evidence should also be unreal. The words of an untrust-

worthy person which are untrue and misleading do not lead

to the establishment of an empirically real fact. The state-

ments about such sacrificial rites as agnihotra, which have

empirical validity, do not yield a fruit which is absolutely

real. Words can establish a reality which is of the same

grade as themselves. If the evidence of verbal testimony be

illusory or unreal, Brahman which is its content cannot

be real.

The Advaitin faces the dilemma by accepting the un-

reality of verbal testimony. There is no rule that an evidence

establishes only what is of the same grade of reality as itself.

Even the empirical and the unreal can be practically efficient;

and there is no unintelligibility whatever in verbal testimony,

which is empirical, being the cause of establishing the abso-

lutely real Brahman. The Vedantic texts teach Brahman

by such terms as “ real,” and hence, Brahman is real. In

respect of agnihotra, etc., there is no teaching that they lead

to a fruit which is real. And so, both the agnihotra and its

fruit are empirically, and not absolutely, real. Even if such

words as “ real ” be used in connection with the agnihotra,

etc., the reality of the agnihotra, etc., is sublated by the texts

of non-duality which are of greater force. Thus, verbal testi-

mony, though it is less than real, can be the evidence for

the real Brahman. Even though Brahman be real, reality

does not result for the validity present in the knowledge

thereof, since there is not in that knowledge the attribute of

being Brahman alone .
1 The illusoriness (mithydtva) of the

validity present in the knowledge of the real Brahman is

intelligible, since that knowledge contains also something

other than Brahman, just as the validity present in the know-

ledge of pot contains something other than pot. The familiar

example given by the Advaitins to show how the testimony

1 Krsnalankara, Commentary on SLS, p. 321 (Ed. by Harihara Sastri).
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of Scripture, though it be illusory, can sublate the illusory

world is that of the dream-cognition of a lion sublating the

dream experience itself. The roaring of the lion cognized in

a dream is no doubt illusory; but, nevertheless, it enables

the dreamer to wake up from his dream.

To the Advaitin the final court of appeal is the testimony

of the Vedanta. Sruti is superior in validity to the other

pramanas like perception and inference. In matters that are

sensuous, however, perception, etc., may validly function.

Even a thousand scriptural injunctions cannot convert a pot

into a piece of cloth. But in matters that are supersensuous

sruti is supreme. It is declared to be of greater value than

the other pramanas,
since it is free from defect. And since

the scriptural cognition of non-difference arises subsequently

to the empirical pramanas like perception and inference, it

serves as the sublater with reference to them. The principle

of the subsequent sublating the earlier is called the apacche-

danyaya .
1 This principle is applied wherever there is the

impossibility of the later arising except as sublating the

earlier. The later cognition: “ This is not silver,” cannot

come into being except as contradicting the earlier cognition:

“ This is silver ”. Where there is no such conflict between

the earlier and the subsequent cognitions, there the initial

cognition is predominant, and with the sense of that every-

thing that follows is syntactically united. This principle is

known as the upakrama-nyaya. Pramanas like perception

are alleged to give us a knowledge of difference. Since the

scriptural cognition of non-difference 2
is subsequent to

them, the Advaitin decides, through the application of the

appaccheda-nyaya, that the testimony of sruti which sublates

the other pramanas is supreme.

1 SLS, Vol. I, Introduction, p. 25.

2 That lion-difference is the purport of Vedanta is lucidly set forth by
Sankara in his commentary on the samanvaya-sutra. (Ved. Sii., I, i, 4.)
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There remains an important problem to be discussed

before we conclude this chapter. If, for the Advaitin, the

testimony of Scripture be supreme, what is the place of

reason in his scheme? If reason be but the handmaid of reve-

lation, is not the Vedanta more a traditional theology than

a rational philosophy? The reasons why the Advaitin regards

sruti as final authority in matters of the Spirit we have given

already. But all texts of Scripture are not equally authorita-

tive. It is only purportful Scripture that is authoritative.

We have seen above that in order to determine the purport

of Scripture six marks are laid down. One of these is

upapatti or intelligibility in the light of reasoning, and it is

in no way the least important of the six marks. The light

of reasoning is required even to determine which are the

initial and which are the concluding passages. And the

application of the other marks depends on the fixing of the

initial and the concluding passages. Reason, it is true, is

valid only in so far as it does not conflict with Scripture;

but even to judge when reason is in conflict with Scripture

and when it is not, reason is required. Hence, the alleged

unphilosophical nature of the Vedanta is only apparent and

not real. Far from being dogmatic and dictatorial, the philo-

sophy of Vedanta is rational and yet in harmony with

revelation. To quote one of the reputed thinkers of the

West :
1 “The only religion that can have any hold on

intellectual people is the rationalistic religion of Advaita.”

1 Romain Rolland.



CHAPTER TWO

TRUTH AND ERROR

1. Truth Absolute and Relative

Pramanas are avenues leading to valid knowledge. Valid

knowledge or prama is truth; and what is opposed to it, viz.,

false knowledge or aprama, is error. Non-contradiction and
novelty are usually stated to be the characteristics of truth.

Anything that is contradicted or sublated cannot be true.

Novelty, however, is not an invariable trait of truth. But in

order to exclude memory which is not new knowledge, novelty

is also included in the nature of truth.1

Judged by the test of unsublatability, nothing other than

knowledge of Brahman can be true. The absolutely real is

Brahman; and the absolutely true knowledge is the know-
ledge of Brahman. But so long as that supreme knowledge

is not gained, we take the world to be real and the know-
ledge thereof to be true. Empirical knowledge is ultimately

sublated only when there dawns the intuition of Brahman;
hence it possesses empirical validity. Less valid than the

knowledge of the empirical world is the truth that pertains

to such fanciful objects as those of dream, etc. Unmixed
truth or error is never had in this world. There is a soul

1 VP, p. 15.

When pramatva is subsumed under yatharthatva, memory-knowledge
is said to be yathartha but not prama. When, however, pramatva
and yatharthatva are taken to be synonymous, memory-knowledge is

also regarded as prama.
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•of goodness in things evil. “ There will be no truth which

is entirely true, just as there will be no error which is totally

false.” 1 In the Absolute or Brahman, however, there can be

no taint of error. “ The Absolute, considered as such, has

of course no degrees; for it is perfect, and there can be no

more or less in perfection.” 2 But such predicates hold good

when applied to the world of appearance. While regarding

Brahman alone as the absolutely real (paramarthika satta),

the Advaitin concedes to ether, etc., empirical reality, (yyava-

harika satta) conditioned by maya, and to nacre-silver, etc.,

apparent reality (pratibhasika satta) conditioned by nescience.3

The dreams, however incoherent theymay be, are not cognized

to be unreal so long as they last. Dream-cognition is true in

its own sphere. Similarly, the experiences of waking life have

a certain amount of truth which is greater than that of the

dream-experience. It is only in Brahman and in the knowledge

thereof that there is the perfection of reality and of truth.

2. Is Truth Intrinsic or Extrinsic?

Whether truth 4
is intrinsic or extrinsic is a disputed

point. The Sankhyas regard both truth and error as in-

trinsic. The Naiyayikas consider both to be extrinsic. The

Bauddhas say that error is intrinsic and truth extrinsic. The

Advaitin’s position, according to which truth alone is intrin-

sic, is quite the antithesis of the view of the Bauddhas.5

1 F. H. Bradley’s Appearance and Reality, p. 362.
2 F. H. Bradley’s Appearance and Reality, p. 359.
3 VPS, p. 36.
4 Truth is used here as synonymous with validity, and error as syno-

nymous with invalidity.
5 VPS, p. 100.

Sarvadarsanasangraha (Ed. by Mm. Vasudev Sastri Abhyankar; Govt.

•Oriental Series No. 1), p. 279.

pramanatva- pramanatve svatah sahkhyah samasritah

naiyayikdste paratalj, saugatascaramam svatah

prathamam paratah prahuh pramapyam veda-vddinah

pramanatvam svatah prahuh paratas ca 'pramanata.

5
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The view of the Sankhyas—that both truth and error

are intrinsic—is based on their theory of cause which is

known as the satkarya-vada or the doctrine that the effect

is pre-existent in the cause. There is no production of any-

thing de novo. What is called causation is the manifestation

of what is in a latent condition. The effect exists potentially

in the cause; and the causal operation (karaka-vyapdra)
makes patent what is latent in the cause. It renders that

manifest (avirbhuta) which was previously in an unmanifested

state (tirohita). This is how the Sankhyas think :
1 that which

is of itself non-existent, like the horn of a hare, cannot be

accomplished .
2 In the view that an effect is generated de

novo
,

it is not possible to restrict the capacity to originate a

particular effect to a particular cause. What restriction is

there that a pot is produced out of clay alone and not out

of water, since the non-existence of pot is common both in

clay and in water? Thus in the view that the effect is non-

existent in the cause, it is impossible to determine the material

cause of any product. Moreover, of the three kinds of cause,

the instrumental or efficient cause (nimittakdrana), the

material cause (upadana or samavdyi-kdrana) and the non-

inherent cause (asamavdyi-kdrana), it is difficult to say which

is the material cause. If it be said that where the effect exists

there the material cause is to be found, then it amounts to

the relinquishment of the asatkarya-vada. The Sankhyas

also admit that the effect exists in a subtle form in the cause.

It may be objected that if the effect is pre-existent in the

cause, there results futility for causal operation. But it is

not so. The causal operation has the fruit of manifesting

what is unmanifest in the cause. The effects, though existent

1 Sucarita Misra’s Kasika Commentary on the Mimdrrisd-sloka-vdrtika
(Trivandrum Sanskrit Series No. XC), Part I, p. 80 f.

2 Ibid., p. 89, Codand-sutra, si. 47.

nahi svato 'sail saktih kartum anyena sakyate.
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in their causes, are unmanifest prior to the operation of the

causal-correlates. Hence the operation of the causal-correlates

is fruitful and not futile. If the causal-operation be

for the sake of manifesting what is unmanifest, what is the

significance, it may be asked, of such statements as: ‘The

cause produces the effect,’ ‘ The product originates from the

cause,’ etc.? Is there no difference, it may be urged, be-

tween the manifestation of a pot by a lamp and the origination

of a pot by the potter? Manifestation, reply the Sankhyas, is

of two kinds. When, in respect of an object whose form is

not obstructed but whose cognition by a person is obstructed,

there is the removal of that obstruction, then we have an

instance of the first kind of manifestation. For a pot en-

shrouded in darkness there is no obstruction in respect of

its shape. The removal of darkness manifests the pot, but

it does not give it its shape. The second variety of mani-

festation is the removal of the obstacle which obstructs the

form of the object from manifesting itself. In clay, the form

of pot is obstructed by the form which is natural to clay.

The removal of the form of clay which obstructs the form

of pot from manifesting itself is what is popularly known

as the production or the origination of pot. A change in

the collocation of atoms in the cause is what is regarded as

production of the effect .

1 Nothing new is added to the cause

in order to produce an effect. The same atoms that con-

stituted the cause appear in the effect in a different arrange-

ment. The pot is not different from clay except in respect

of its shape. Hence origination or production is only a

mode of manifestation .
2 Another objection may here be

1 Das Gupta’s History ofIndian Philosophy, Vol. I, p. 257.

2 The Advaitin also subscribes to this view of causation.

See Itfa-siddhi, p. 187. *

tad eva karariam karyam avyaktam vyaktatdm gatarri,

karya-kdranate na starp tayor bhedd ’sva-mefa-vat.
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raised against the satkarya-vadin. “ Is manifestation pre-

existent or not? If it is pre-existent, there is the futility of

the causal-operation. If it is not pre-existent, there is the

abandonment of the satkarya-vada.” The Sankhyas reply,

by admitting the prior non-existence of manifestation, that

there is no futility for the causal-operation. As for the other

contingence, viz., the abandonment of one’s theory, that, he

says, is common to his opponent also. In the case of the

manifestation of a pot which is enshrouded in darkness, the

Naiyayika admits that what was non-existent prior to the

manifestation is the manifestation and not the pot. But if

he is true to his principles, he must state that even the pot

is originated like its manifestation. Or, he must accept that

even the manifestation is pre-existent and not produced

anew, in which case he will be relinquishing his own position.

This contingence being common to both the adversaries, and

since the other defects which attend on the asatkarya-vada

are remedied in the satkarya-vada
,
the Sankhya holds that

his theory is valid. When it is granted that nothing orig-

inates de novo
,
that every product is pre-existent in its cause,

it follows that even validity (truth) and invalidity (error)

exist by their own right, that they are intrinsic.

The Sankhya view is not free from defect .
1 What do

the Sankhyas mean by stating that both validity and inval-

idity are intrinsic? Do they consider that in one and the same

individual cognition there enter both validity and invalidity?

Or, do they make a distinction between them through differ-

ence in the particular cognitions ? The first alternative cannot

bear reasoning, because it is manifest contradiction to say

that in one and the same individual cognition there are pre-

sent both validity and invalidity. Nor is the second alter-

native possible, for there is nothing to effect the distinction,

“ Ih this cognition there is validity and for this other
1 VPS, p. 100.
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invalidity.” The nature of being cognition is common to

both validity and invalidity, and anything else that effects

distinction is not admitted by those who maintain the intrinsic

nature of both.

Unlike the Sahkhyas, the Naiyayikas consider both

validity and invalidity to be extrinsic. The causal aggre-

gate of validity is not the same as the causal aggregate of

cognition. Cognition is generated by such causal aggregates

as the senses, probans
,
etc. If even validity be generated by

them, then, all cognitions must be valid, and there can be no

invalid cognition .
1 Hence, it must be admitted that the

origination of validity is effected by something more than the

causal aggregate which gives rise to cognition .

2 Where cog-

nition arises through the senses, probans,
etc., which are

associated with some guna (excellence), there validity is gene-

rated. Where, however, cognition arises through the senses,

probans
,

etc., which are devoid of any guna
,
there invalidity

results. In the case of valid knowledge from perception, for

example, what is called the guna is the contact of the senses

with the major portion of the object. Thus, since in the

origination of validity, there is the need of a guna over and

above the causal aggregate responsible for the production of

cognition, validity is said to be extrinsic. Like validity, even

invalidity is extrinsic in respect of its origination. An invalid

cognition is generated by defects (dosa) which are other than

the causal aggregate of cognition. Hence the origination of

invalidity is from factors which are external to the causal

aggregate of cognition.

1 See Udayana’s Rusumahjali, p. 59.

yadi ca tavanmatra ’dhina bhavet, aprama ’pi pramaiva bhavet, asti

ca tatra jnana-hetuh, cmyathajnanam api sd na syat.

2
Ibid., p. 59.

pramd jndna-hetv-atirikta-hetv-adhmd, kdryatve sati tad vise?atvdty

apramavat.
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Validity is extrinsic even in respect of its apprehension.

It is not apprehended by the causal aggregate which causes

the apprehension of cognition. The apprehension of validity

results from some cause which is other than that which yields

the apprehension of cognition and cognitiveness. Through

means of valid knowledge like perception there results the

cognition of pot, etc. Through the relation of inherence of

what is in contact with mind there arises the cognition of

the cognition of pot, etc. The former cognition takes on

the form, “ This is pot” ; and the latter which is known as

reflective cognition (anuvyavasdya-jnana) is of the form, “ I

know this pot”. The reflective cognition manifests the

original cognition (vyavasaya-jndna), the pot which is the

content of that cognition, and the self which is the locus of

that cognition. Hence, that cognition whose sphere is the

triple form (;triputi), viz., the cognizer, cognition and the ob-

ject cognized, is called reflective cognition. Mind is the

instrument of reflective cognition; and the original cognition

which is the content of that reflective cognition is itself the

relation of mind with the object. Thus the causal aggregate

of reflective cognition, which gives rise to the apprehension

of cognition and cognitiveness, is the contact of mind, etc.;

and from that there does not arise the apprehension of valid-

ity. Validity, however, is inferred from fruitful activity.

The cognition of water, for example, is ascertained to be

valid only when it has resulted in fruitful activity .
1 Since

the causal aggregate which causes the apprehension of valid-

ity is different from the causal aggregate of reflective cogni-

tion, validity is extrinsic. Similarly, the apprehension of

invalidity is also extrinsic. Invalidity is not apprehended

merely by the help of the causal aggregate of cognition.

1 See Nilakantha’s Dipika on Tarkasangraha, p. 39.

purvotpannam jala-jndnam prama, saphala-pravrtti-janakatvat, yan-
naivam tannaimm, yatha aprama.
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It is only when there is the apprehension of the causal aggre-

gate as associated with defects that the apprehension of

invalidity results. The superimposition of silver on nacre,

for example, is recognized to be invalid, not from the causal

aggregate which has given rise to that perception of nacre-

silver, but from the apprehension of such defects as similarity,

etc. Hence the apprehension of invalidity is caused by the

recognition of something over and above the causal aggre-

gate of cognition, and so it is extrinsic.

This view of the Naiyayikas is defective. Their theory

that a cognition is made manifest by the reflective cognition

will not stand the test of reasoning. There can be no un-

known-ness in a cognition. To state that the manifestation

of an object does not require the manifestation of the mani-

festing cognition is absurd. No lamp-light which is itself

not luminous illumines an object. Nowhere is the manifesta-

tion of an object by an uncognized cognition experienced.

Cognition can never be the object of cognition. Even for

the reflective cognition it is not the original cognition that

is the content. What it cognizes is the known-ness (jnatata)

of the pot, not the cognition of the pot. The causal

aggregate of the apprehension of cognition is not the

reflective cognition, but it is the activity of the senses,

etc. And from this causal aggregate itself the origina-

tion and apprehension of validity is possible. Of this,

later.

The Naiyayika says that both validity and invalidity are

extrinsic .
1 Then, it would have to be stated that the cog-

nition which has barely arisen rests for a while devoid of

validity or invalidity. But this is not in the scope of what is

well established in experience.

The Bauddhas declare that validity is extrinsic and in-

validity intrinsic. Invalidity is natural to cognitions; validity

1 VPS, p. 100.
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is dependent on extrinsic factors .

1 It is a matter of experi-

ence that a cognition as soon as it arises does not give rise

to flawless activity. So long as there is not the instrumentality

of the senses, etc., possessing excellence, and so long as there

is not accord with practical efficiency, there is no validity

for cognitions. Validity is the fruit of empirical usage;

hence, by nature there is only invalidity for cognitions;

validity, however, is other-dependent.

This is the reasoning for the intrinsic nature of invalidity.

Invalidity is devoid of a cause, because it is not an entity.

Whatever is not an entity is devoid of a cause, like the horn

of a hare. As for what is said that invalidity is generated

by defects, that is unsound. A non-entity can have no cause.

The reasoning for the extrinsic nature of validity is this:

validity has a cause, since it is an existent, like a pot. The

cause of validity is some guna or excellence present in the

cause of cognition. In the case of perception, it is the purity

present in the senses. It is intelligible that validity is gene-

rated by such excellence, because it is of the nature of an

existent. Thus, all cognitions when they arise are certainly

invalid, being of the nature of incertitude. When, however,

there is the origination of some excellence or accord with

practical efficiency, then, on the strength of that there is

generated validity for cognitions.

The view of the Bauddhas is also unintelligible .
2 What

is meant by saying that validity is extrinsic? Is validity ex-

trinsic in respect of its origination or in respect of its

cognition? The extrinsic nature of validity cannot possibly

be in respect of its origination; for in the case of the mo-

mentary cognition which arises from causes like the sense of

sight, continuance till the rise of the attribute of validity is

impossible. It may be stated that the extrinsic nature of

1 Commentary on Sloka-vartika, p. 85 f.

2 VPS, pp. 100, 101.
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validity in respect of origination consists in this, that in a

cognition, which has arisen from the cause of cognition,

validity rises subsequently from the excellence present in the

cause. But it is not sound. Over and above the non-exist-

ence of defect there is nothing as excellence which is alleged

to be the cause of validity. The non-existence of defect

which is an obstacle to validity is itself an excellence. Nor
may it be said that the non-existence of defect is the cause

of validity, for defect is an obstacle the non-existence of

which cannot be the cause. An obstacle is that which ob-

structs the origination of the effect when the full cause is

present; and so, the non-existence of defect cannot be the

cause of anything. Thus, it is impossible to establish that

validity is extrinsic in respect of origination. Validity is not

extrinsic even in respect of cognition. What is called validity

is the capacity of cognition to determine an object .

1 The

Bauddha urges that this capacity is known either through

the cognition of being originated by an excellence or from

the cognition of accord with practical efficiency. But neither

of his alternatives is sound. If it be admitted that the capa-

city of cognition to determine an object is known through

the cognition of being originated by an excellence, then, even

when a pot is cognized, so long as there is not apprehended

the generation of that cognition by an excellence, the capa-

city to determine the pot not being cognized, there is the

contingence of the non-origination of empirical usage relating

to the pot. Nor is it possible to say that subsequent to the

cognition of being generated by an excellence, there is empir-

ical usage; for, even for the cognition of origination by an

excellence, another cognition is required in order to ascertain

its own validity, and for this other cognition there is the need

of a fourth cognition and so on ad infinitum. Thus, there is.

1 VPS, p. 101.

pramanyam namajndnasya *rtha-pariccheda-samarthyam

.
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the contingence of infinite regress. This line of argument

applies equally to the second alternative, namely, that the

capacity of cognition to determine an object is from the cog-

nition of accord with practical efficiency. There is also the

contingence of reciprocal dependence as between the ascer-

tainment of validity and the cognition of accord with practical

efficiency; for, it must be stated that the ascertainment of

validity is from the cognition of accord with practical effi-

ciency in the case of a person who is active, and that there is

activity when there is ascertainment of validity. It is indeed

legitimate to say that in cases where there is doubt there is

activity for the sake of ascertainment of validity. But in

the case of things about which there is no doubt whatever it

is not proper to maintain that activity is for the sake of the

ascertainment of validity. Therefore, in respect of both

•origination and cognition validity cannot be extrinsic in

nature.

The Bauddha asserted that invalidity is natural to cog-

nitions. He argued that it can have no cause because it is a

non-entity .
1 But the probans, viz., that invalidity is of the

nature of non-existence, is not established. Ignorance, doubt

and error are what are called invalid cognitions. “ Invalidity

is divided into three kinds, in respect of illusoriness, ignor-

ance and doubt,” says Bhattapada .

2 None of these three

kinds of invalidity is of the nature of non-existence. Hence,

it is quite intelligible that invalidity has a cause and that it

is extrinsic.

The Advaitin’s position is that validity is intrinsic in

nature and invalidity extrinsic. The intrinsic nature of

validity consists in the non-requirement of anything other

1 VPS formulates the inference thus : invalidity is not originated extrin-

sically, since it is of the nature of non-existence of validity, like the prior

non-existence of validity, p. 102.

2 Sloka-vartika, p. 92.

apramanyam tridha bhinnam mithyatva-jhana-samsayaih.
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than that which originates or reveals cognition .

1 Invalidity,

however, is extrinsic in nature, since the origination is by a

defect present in the cause of cognition, and the cognition

•of it is by sublation .
2

He who upholds the view that validity is extrinsic in

nature objects to the final position of the Advaitin thus :
3

what is the intrinsic nature of validity? The generation of

validity cannot be from itself, for a thing cannot be its own

•cause. Nor is its generation possible from cognition, since

•cognition which is a quality (of the self) cannot be the

material cause of its validity. Nor is it possible to say that

validity is generated from the causal aggregate of cognition.

Whether validity be regarded as an undefined attribute

(upadhi) or as a generality (jati), its origination is an im-

possibility. It is thus: on the assumption that validity is

.an undefined attribute, what is called validity is the absolute

non-existence of the sublation of a cognition which is not

a case of memory. And for that no origination is possible,

since it is of the nature of absolute non-existence. Even on

the assumption that validity is a generality, its generation is

unintelligible, since generality, which is eternal, cannot be

generated. Nor may it be said that, being dependent on

1 VPS, p. 102. pramanyasya utpattau jnaptau ca jndnotpddaka-jnapa-

kdtiriktd-napeksatva-laksanam svatastvam. ydvat-svasraya-grdhaka-grdh-

yatyam svato-grdhyatvam.

The Mlmamsakas, with whom the Advaitin agrees in this respect, infer

the intrinsic nature of validity thus:

vimata prama vijndna-sdmagri-janyatve sati tad-atirikta-

janya na bhavati, apramatva-nadhikaranatvat, ghafadi-

pramavat. Sarvadarsanasangraha, p. 283.

2 VPS, p. 182.

aprdmanyasya tujndna-kdrana-gata-do$dd utpattir bddhacca

jnaptir iti paratastvam.

svdsraya-grdhakd-’tirikta-sdmagri-grdhyatvam parato-grahyatvam.

8 The arguments that follow are from Citsukha’s Tattva-pradipika

,

-pp. 115-126.
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the cognition generated by the causal aggregate of cognition

is the intrinsic nature of validity; for, in that case there is

the contingence of intrinsicality even for invalidity which is

equally the product of the causal aggregate of cognition. It

may be said that the intrinsic nature of validity consists in

its being generated by the causal aggregate of cognition alone,

whereas invalidity is generated by the causal aggregate of

cognition assisted by defects. But this statement will not

bear the test of reasoning. Whether validity be regarded as

the product of the causal aggregate of cognition which is

assisted by the non-existence of defect or as the product of

the cause of cognition which is not assisted by defect, there

results the contingence of the view that validity is extrinsic

in nature. In either case it is impossible to deny that in

respect of validity the non-existence of defect is a cause.

Nor may it be urged that because the non-existence of defect

is of the nature of non-existence, it cannot be a cause; for

that is intelligible even as it is intelligible that the non-

existence of specific cognition of shell as shell is the cause

of a delusion.

Not only is there the impossibility of defining the

intrinsicality of validity. There is no evidence for it. Two
inferences may be given as evidence for establishing the

intrinsic nature of validity. (1) Validity is generated by the

bare cause of cognition, since, while being other than invalid-

ity, it is the attribute of cognition alone, like cognitiveness.

(2) Validity is generated by the bare cause of cognition, since,

while being other than invalidity, it exists in a sphere which

is less than that of cognitiveness, like perceptualness. These

two inferences are infested by defects. In the first inference,

the example is devoid of probandum, since it is not admitted

that all cognitiveness is not generated by defects over and

above the cause of cognition. Cognitiveness exists even in

invalidity which is the product of defects. In the second-
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inference there is inconstancy in respect of incertitude, etc.

Incertitude is certainly other than invalidity and it exists in

a sphere which is less than that of cognitiveness; but at the

same time it is not generated by the bare cause of cognition.

Further the example is devoid of the probandum, since for

him who advocates the extrinsic nature of validity there is

not established even of perceptualness that it is generated by

the bare cause of cognition. Thus there is no evidence for

validity being intrinsic. That validity depends on a cause

which is other than the cause of cognition is proved on the

ground that it is a product like pot. Thus in respect

of origination validity is not intrinsic.

Nor is validity intrinsic, says the opponent of Advaita,

in respect of its cognition. What is called the intrinsic nature

of validity: is it the apprehension of the validity of the cog-

nition of blue from the cognition of blue itself? Or is it the

apprehension of that validity from the bare cause of that

cognition? Not the first, since the cognition of blue cannot

be a valid means of knowledge in respect of itself. The

perception which manifests blue is capable of doing that

because there is sense-contact with blue. But, as for mani-

festing its own validity, it is incapable, because sense-contact

is impossible with itself. Further, does that perception

apprehend the validity of cognition alone, or of its fruit also ?

Not the first: since cognition is inferred from its fruit, it is

not perceptible; and hence its validity is also imperceptible.

Nor the second: since the fruit of cognition is self-luminous,

it cannot be an object of the external senses; and so validity

which is of the nature of truth inherent therein cannot

intelligibly be the object of the external senses. Nor does

the intrinsic nature of validity consist in the cognition of

validity from the bare cause of cognition. If validity be

apprehended from the bare cause of cognition, then,

there is the contingence of the absence of doubt whether in
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a cognition there is validity or not. And further if it be

admitted that validity is apprehended from the bare cause

of cognition, there is the contingence of the apprehension

of validity even in the cognition of nacre-silver. It may be

thought that this is a contingence of the acceptable in that

though validity is apprehended in the nacre-silver, it is later

on removed through sublation. But in that case, there is

the contingence of the extrinsic nature of validity, since the

ascertainment of validity is bound up with the non-existence

of a sublating cognition.

There is no evidence for validity being intrinsic in res-

pect of its cognition. It is sought to establish the intrinsic

nature of validity thus: (1) truth is known of its own accord,

since its origination is not other-dependent, like cognition;

(2) similarly, validity is known of its own accord, since, while

being other than invalidity, it is the attribute of cognition

alone, like cognitiveness. In the first of these inferences, the

probans is not established for him who advocates the theory

that validity is extrinsic, and there is no example also. In

the second inference, there is inconstancy in the case of the

attribute of the bare cognition which is self-luminous, accord-

ing to the Prabhakara, and in the case of the attribute which,

according to the Bhatta, is of the nature of being inferred

from known-ness. In these cases, though there be the nature

of being the attribute of bare cognition, there is not the

character of being apprehended by the bare causal aggregate

which apprehends cognition. That validity is extrinsic in

respect of cognition is established by Udayana in his

Nyayakusumanjali through syllogistic reasoning: validity is

extrinsically known, since at the stage of non-recognition it

is doubted, like invalidity. 1 Thus, the doctrine that validity
1 See Udayana’s Kusumanjali, p. 7.

pramanyam parato jhayate, anabhyasa-dasayam samsayikatvat,

apramariyavat, yadi ca svato jndyeta, kadacid api pramanya-samsayo
na syat.
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is intrinsic is objected to by those who believe in the extrinsic

nature of validity.

As against the objections detailed above, the Advaitin

defends his position by defining what he means by the intrinsic

nature of validity. While being generated by the cause of

cognition, not being generated by anything other than that

is the intrinsic nature of validity.1 The evidence which

establishes the validity of this position is the inference: truth,

while being generated by the cause of cognition, is not gener-

ated by anything other than that, since it is other than

invalidity, like cloth, etc.
2 That the absence of defect is not

a cause of validity we have seen above; and how the

view that validity is extrinsic is defective we have observed

in the refutation of the Naiyayika and the Bauddha theories.

Invalidity, however, is extrinsic, we have said, since it is

prompted by defects. Thus the Advaitin’s position is stable

and safe, that validity is intrinsic and invalidity extrinsic.

3. Ignorance as the Material Cause of Error

Aprama or error has its root in nescience or avidya.

The material cause of error which consists in the reciprocal

superimposition of two things of unequal reality whether in

respect of their existences (svarupa), relations (,samsarga) or

cognitions (jhana), is ignorance which is of the nature of an

existent, beginningless and indeterminable. 3 The evidence

for ignorance which is of the nature of an existent is the per-

ceptual experience “ I am ignorant,” etc. This experience

1 Tattva-pradipika, p. 122.

dhur vijhdna-sdmagri-janyatve saty ajanyatd,

tadanyatah pramayas tat-svatastvam iti tad-vidali.

*Ibid., p. 122.

prama vijndna-sdmagri-janyatve sati nanyatah,

jayate vyatiriktatvad apramatah patddivat.

3 VPS, p. 14.
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does not relate to non-existence of knowledge, since it is

experienced immediately as “ I am happy,” etc., whereas

non-existence is known through anupalabdhi or non-cogni-

tion .

1 That ignorance is an existent can be established even

through the following argument. Any valid cognition must

be preceded by something other than its antecedent non-

existence, which obscures the content of that cognition, which

is removed by it and which is present in its own locus,

because it manifests some object which was not manifest

already, like the lamp-light which arises for the first time in

darkness. Just as the lamp-light is preceded by darkness

which is an existent (in the view of the Advaitin) valid cog-

nition is preceded by ignorance which is of the nature of an

existent .

2 The negative particle (nan) in “ ajnana ” cannot

have as its sense either non-existence or the sense of an

•opposite or any other sense, in which case non-existence of

knowledge, delusive cognition and its residual impression

would alone be the denotation of “ ajnana ”.3 An analysis

of the experience of sleep reveals that there is in that experi-

ence ignorance which is not non-existence of knowledge,

nor delusive cognition, nor its residual impression. Non-
existence is impossible for knowledge which is eternal. The
true nature of Brahman is non-manifest in sleep. But

Brahman cannot be non-manifest of its own accord, because

it is self-luminous. Delusive cognition cannot be the cause

of its non-manifestation, since there is no delusion in sleep.

Nor can the residual impression of delusive cognition be the

cause, for it is not an obstruction to the manifestation of

the true nature of the self. Hence in sleep there must be
admitted the experience of ignorance which is of the nature

•of an existent.

1 VPS, p. 16.

2 VPS, p. 17.

3 VPS, p. 21.
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Ignorance is admitted to be beginningless, for otherwise

the inquiry into causes will lead to infinite regress. It is

indeterminable because it bears within itself a contradiction,

and yet it cannot be characterized as non-existent .
1 As we

shall see later in this chapter, error which is a product of

ignorance is indeterminable (anirvacamya). For an effect

which is indeterminable there cannot be a real cause. If the

cause be real, the effect must also be real, and it must be

known through means of valid knowledge. Hence it must

be admitted that ignorance is indeterminable .

2 Thus it is

established that ignorance which is of the nature of an

existent, beginningless and indeterminable, is the cause of

erroneous knowledge which consists in coupling the true

with the untrue, superimposing the nature and the attributes

of the one on the other through non-discrimination .
3

Erroneous cognition is knowledge that is sublated by a

subsequent cognition. In fact, it is no knowledge at all, but

only a semblance thereof (jndndbhasa). The sting of error

lies in its passing for right knowledge. “ Error is that form

of ignorance which poses, to itself and to others, as indubit-

able knowledge; or that form of false thinking which un-

hesitatingly claims to be true, and in so claiming substantiates

and completes its falsity.”4 Were error not an appearance

of knowledge it would never be sublated. Since it is remov-

able by right knowledge (jnananivarttya),
5

it is necessarily

an illusory appearance which can be characterized neither as

real nor as unreal (sadasad-vilaksana).

1 Joachim’s Nature of Truth, p. 138. “ So long as I am genuinely in

error, it is essential that I should believe myself to be thinking truly. As
soon as I recognize that I am in error, I have passed beyond error itself

and am on the road to truth. This is somewhat paradoxical.”

2 Vimuktatman’s Is{a~siddhi (Gaekwad’s Oriental Series LXV), p. 48.

3 See Sankara's Adhyasa-bhasya.
4 Joachim’s Nature of Truth, p. 142.

5 This interpretation of mithyatva is attributed to the author of the

Pancapadika-vivarana, p. 34.

6
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4. Theories of Error

Delusion and sublation are explained by the adherents

of the different schools of Indian thought in different ways.

The Advaitin’s view of delusion or error is that it is indeter-

minable (anirvacamya); and this he demonstrates by a criti-

cism of rival theories.1 Those theories can be grouped

under two classes, (i) asat-khyati and (ii) sat-khydti.
2 Accord-

ing to the theory of asat-khyati which is [advocated by

the Madhyamikas, in error there is cognition of the unreal..

The doctrines that go under the class of sat-khydti hold that

in error there is cognition of the real; and they are three:

{a) atma-khyati, the view of the Vijnana-vadins who are sub-

jectivists, (b) akhyati, the doctrine of the Prabhakaras who
regard all knowledge as true, and (c) anyatha-khyati, the

theory of the Bhattas and others who hold that what is given

in erroneous knowledge is otherwise than in the mode in

which it is presented.

(i) Asat-khyati

In the view of the Madhyamika to whom unreality is

ultimate, error consists in the cognition of the unreal as real.

There is no substrate whatever for the delusive cognition as

. for other valid cognitions, and the sublation of that delusion

is without any limit. Substrate-less delusion is possible as

in the case of kesondraka 3 and the fata morgana

;

and limit-

less sublation is also possible as in the case of the statement

1 There are five theories of error including the one maintained by the
Advaitin:

atma-khyatir asat-khyatir akhyatih khyatir-anyatha,

tatha ’nirvacana-khydtir ity etat khyati-pancakam.

2 See Ista-siddhi, p. 39.

3 Kesondraka is the appearance of a bright woolly mass when the closed
eye is pressed with the finger-tip.
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of the trustworthy person “ not snake ” which sublates the

delusive cognition of rope as snake .
1

The statement of sunya-khyati (as asat-khyati is other-

wise known), which is stated above as found in the Vivarana-

prameya-sangraha
,

is elaborated in the Ista-siddhi
,

2 as also is

its refutation. It is only silver which is nullity (tuccha), says

the Madhyamika, that appears in delusion, since its tuccha-

nature is understood from its sublation in, “ This is not

silver ”.3 The sublation makes known the silver which was

manifest in delusion to be unreal. Were silver real, there

would be no sublation thereof. And since there is observed

sublation of the illusory silver, silver must be unreal. Sub-

lation, which as cognition is an intimation of real nature,

cannot destroy a real thing. Hence, it can sublate only

what is unreal. When there is the sublating cognition, there

is neither the appearance nor the existence of silver. On
the contrary, it appears as not existing. This would be un-

intelligible if silver be regarded as real. Therefore the sub-

lating cognition makes known only the nullity-nature of

silver; not otherwise could it be a sublating cognition. If

it have a real content like the cognition of pot, etc., then it

would not be a sublating cognition. Hence, in delusion, the

unreal silver alone appears.

It may be argued that in delusion and in the sublating

cognition the tuccha is not cognized, on the ground that

cognition of the tuccha is an impossibility. The Sunyavadin

replies that, if the delusion and the sublating cognition make

known what is real, there would be no delusion because of the

impossibility of the sublater and what is sublated. If delusion

be the cognition of the real, then, it cannot be sublated

1 VPS, p. 41.

2 Ista-siddhi, pp. 154-160.

3 Ibid., p. 154. tuccham eva rupyam bhati, tasya nedam rajatam iti

badhat tucchata ’vagamat.
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whether by a cognition of the real or by a cognition of

the unreal. And if the sublating cognition be a cognition of

the real, then, it can sublate neither a cognition of the real

nor a cognition of the unreal. Thus, the relation of sublater

and sublated as between cognitions of the real being made
impossible, there is the contingence of the cognition of silver

being not a delusion. Since this is not a contingence of the

acceptable, it must be admitted that delusion consists in the

cognition of the unreal as of the nature of the real and that

sublation makes known its unreality.

It may be said that since the tuccha, because it is non-

existent, is not cognized even in respect of its existence, it

cannot be cognized as of the nature of the real. But this

statement is contradicted by the sublating cognition which

makes known the tuccha-mXme of silver, as also by the cog-

nition of tuccha. The cognition in the form “ This is not

silver ” does make known the tuccha-ness of silver. Nor
may it be said that the sublating cognition, if it be the cogni-

tion of non-existence, cannot be the sublater of a perceptual

delusion; for what is called the perceptual delusion is none

the less a delusion. On the assumption that the delusion is

a case of perception, it is urged that cognition of non-

existence which is weaker cannot sublate it. But even if it

were perception, another perception could not be the sub-

later, being only of equal strength. Further, it was pointed out

above that a cognition, whose content is an existent, could

not be a sublater; and so, how could perception, whose con-

tent is an existent, sublate the earlier cognition of silver. Nor
may it be said that because of conflict, the later perception

is a sublater; for there can be no conflict as between

cognitions of existents either with different contents or with

an identical content. Even the maya-vadin who admits the

non-existence of the reality of silver should recognize sub-

lation as the evidence therefor. Otherwise, the reality of
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silver would remain unsublated. Hence it must be accepted

that the tuccha-ness of silver is made known by the sublating

cognition. Further, it is a contradiction to say that the tuccha

does not appear; for if the tuccha does not appear, it is not

even possible to say that the tuccha does not appear, which

statement would be on a par with the absurd assertion, “ My
mother is barren The very word “ tuccha ” in the sentence,

“ The tuccha does not appear,” presumptively implies the

cognizedness of the tuccha, and hence contradicts the validity

of the statement. Even if the cognition of tuccha be regarded

as delusive, as is done by the maya-vadin, the denial of the

cognition of tuccha does not stand to reason, for the cogni-

tion of tuccha should, then, be recognized in the delusion of

tuccha
,
as of silver in the delusion of silver. Hence, since

the cognition of what is unreal is intelligible, it is not correct

to say that the unreal cannot be cognized. It may be urged

that it is the cognition of the real nacre that sublates the de-

lusion and not the cognition of the unreal; but since even the

Advaitin recognizes the cognition of the non-existence of

silver in saying that that silver does not exist anywhere, sub-

latership legitimately belongs to that cognition alone, because

of being well known. The Advaitin holds that silver, etc.,

which are the content of delusion, are products of ignorance.

But, since ignorance is the absence of knowledge, the pro-

duct thereof can only be non-existence, and not the indeter-

minable; for, according to the Advaita theory of causation,

what is generated by the unreal cannot be other than unreal,

if the unreal could generate anything at all. Another im-

portant argument urged by the Madhyamika is based on the

law of excluded middle. The counter-correlate of the real is

the unreal, and there is no middle ground between the two.

When the sublating cognition reveals the unreality of silver,

there is no doubt in the form: “ Is silver indeterminable? Or

is it unreal? ” And people determine without any doubt that
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it is certainly unreal. The crux of the Sunya-vadin’s argu-

ment is this: the silver that appears in delusion is unreal,

since it is sublated and sublation is not possible of what is

real.1 This is what is meant by the statement of asat-khydti in

the Vivarana-prameya-sangraha that delusion is substrateless.

The Madhyamika view comes in for a thorough logical

criticism in the Ista-siddhi. We shall here summarize the

main argument of that great work so that what is declared

in the Vivarana-prameya-sangraha,
that substrate-less delu-

sion and limitless sublation are impossible, 2 may become

intelligible. Vimuktatman begins by stating that without

the postulation of an indeterminable maya, cognition of the

unreal cannot be established. Without granting the existence

of maya which is indeterminable, the ‘ asat
9

will not be

established, much less its cognition. What is this which is

called ‘ asat
9

? Does it exist as different from the real ? Or

does it not? If it does exist, then, there is no tuccha-ness for

it, even because of its existence. If it does not, then, there

can be no cognition thereof. Hence it must be admitted

that what is called ‘ asat
9

is m<2p<7-generated and indetermin-

able.3 The concept of * asat
9

as meaning nullity is impossi-

ble. The ‘ asat
9 must either be real or other than real. If

it be real, then, it is not unreal; and if it be other than real,

even then, there must be reality for it as for another real.

Thus the ‘ asat
9

is non-established.4

That the ‘ asat
9

is not tuccha may be proved even on

the principles of the asad-vadin. According to him, even

1 Ista-siddhi, p. 39. badhayogad asat satah.

2 “ Error is thinking the thing which is not. False thinking is the
thinking of nothing. But this sounds like not thinking. And if we are
to put it, we must certainly agree with Plato that the man who judges false-

ly, undoubtedly thinks, and thinks something.”—Joachim’s Nature of
Truth, p. 127.

3 Ista-siddhi, p. 161.

4 Ibid., p. 167.
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silver cannot appear in delusion, because it is non-silver.

Hence, non-silver alone appears as silver. In the same way,

it must be admitted that the atuccha {i.e., what is not nullity)

alone appears in delusion as tuccha. If the tuccha should

appear in delusion, there should be recognized tuccha-nzss

for that too, as for silver; and this will lead to infinite

regress .
1 That the

4

asat
9

is not tuccha is evident even be-

cause it is expressed by a word. If it be expressible by a

word, then, it should be different from that word and atuccha,

as otherwise there could not be between them the relation

of the expressed and the expression .
2 The view of the vaiya-

karana (Grammarian) that the word is itself the expressed is

incorrect; for both expressiveness and expressedness cannot

belong to one and the same thing. The expression and the

expressed, sound and object, must be posited only as reci-

procally different; otherwise the empirical usage of words as

•denoting things would be impossible. There being no non-

difference between word and object, what is expressed by

the word 4

asat
9 must be different from that word, and hence,

also real. If the
4

asat
9 be non-existent, there can be no

expression thereof; if it be word-denoted, it cannot be a void.

Since the void is what is non-cognized, there can be no

apprehension of the relation of sound therewith. There can

be no cognition of the void because of its non-existence;

and what is non-existent and non-cognized cannot be ex-

pressed by a word .

3

Here, a possible objection may be raised:
44
Expressing

the void even by that word, how is it possible to declare that

it is not expressed? Even for condemning a thing there must

be assumed its existence. Therefore, even by him who con-

demns the void, there should be admitted its cognizability

1 Ista-siddhi, p. 163.

2 Ibid., p. 169.

*lbid., p. 176.
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and denotability by a name.” The Advaitin’s reply to this

objection is that what he means by such words as ‘ asat ’ and

‘ sunya
*

is not the void. Those words are resorted to only

as established by mdya
,

as indeterminable. Further, in

order that a thing may be criticized, it is not necessary that

it must be real. Condemnation is possible only of what is

established by delusion, not of what is established by a means

of valid knowledge, nor of what is non-established, because

of the impossibility and futility of such criticism. In con-

demning the sunya-vada, however, the words ‘ asat' ‘ void,’

etc., are used by the Advaitin as denoting the tuccha too.

But this is only for the purpose of refuting tuccha-ness

recognized by the sunya-vadin. Hence, there is not the

contingence of admitting either the cognizedness or the

expressedness of the void .

1

If the void should be regarded as cognized through a

cognition, then, it must be either real or indeterminable. It

cannot be the cognition itself, for cognition cannot be the

object of cognition. If the cognition be cognized by the

cognized cognition, there is self-dependence. And if it be

cognized by some other uncognized cognition, there is infinite

regress. There should be some alambana or basis for cog-

nition. This basis cannot be cognition itself, for, if the sub-

sequent cognition be based on the antecedent cognition,

since that antecedent too would require another antecedent

to rest upon, it would have to be admitted that no cognition

that has arisen perishes. Were cognition to perish, there

would be no cognition at all. The void cannot be the basis

of cognition; for that which is the basis of anything

should either be real or indeterminable, and not non-

existence.

Thus, the existence of the void, even because of void-

ness, is non-established; need it then be said that the

1 Ista-siddhi, pp. 162, 163, 177.
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cognition of the void either in its nature or as of the nature

of the real is an impossibility?

The sunya-vadin thinks that error consists in the cogni-

tion of the void as of the form of the real silver. But the

silver-nature which appears for the void can neither be from

itself nor from another. If the silver-nature be natural to

the void, then, the silver-cognition would not be false and

no subsequent cognition would sublate it. If the silver-

nature be adventitious to the void, then, it would have

to be admitted that the silver present elsewhere appears

adventitiously in the void. If the cognition of the real in

relation to the void be acceptable to the sunya-vadin, why

should he not accept the cognition of the real in relation to

nacre alone? When it has been shown that the cognition of

the void as of the nature of silver is unintelligible, it is needless

to demonstrate how the origination of the void in the form

of silver is impossible. There can be no origination for

the void which is partless. And if the void had parts,

there would be for it non-eternality and non-voidness as

for a pot.

The crux of the argument is that cognition of non-exist-

ence is an impossibility. Of the non-existent, since its very

nature is not established, there is no cognition whether in

its own nature or in the nature of the existent .
1 There can

be no cognition without a substrate. The sunya-vadin quoted

the cognition of the kesondraka and the appearance of the

fata morgana as examples of substrateless cognition .
2 But

he is wrong in his citation. The rays of light are the sub-

strate of the kesondraka ;
and ether is the substrate of the

fata morgana . The nerve of the Madhyamika’s argument is

based on the fact of sublation. He regards the sublation as

having no limit. But he fails to see that there can be no bare;

1 Ista-siddhi, p. 185.

2 VPS, p. 41.
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negation. All negation is significant negation. The sublation

in the form “ not snake ” culminates in the cognition
“ but a rope Subsequent to sublation, there is, of course,

unreality for the superimposed snake; but prior to that there

must be admitted, even by the sunya-vddin, the presentation

of an illusory object on a real substrate.

The satkhydti-vadins, who are dissatisfied with the view

of error as the cognition of the unreal as of the nature of the

real, base their theories on the positive import of delusive

-cognition. Of the unreal there can be no cognition .
1 In

delusion, however, there is the cognition of the content, e.g.,

silver. Hence silver must be real.

(a) Atma-khyati

Atma-khyati (self-apprehension), the first mode of sat-

khydti we shall examine, is held by the Vijnana-vadins ac-

cording to whom reality consists in a series of momentary
cognitions, particular perishing psychical presentations. There
is no difference whatever between an object and the cognition

thereof. There is no reality over and above cognitions. Esse
est percipl Because of the invariability of the simultaneous

presentation of blue and its cognition, say the Vijnana-vadins,

there is non-difference between the two .

2 If blue were
different from the cognition of blue, then it would not be
manifest in the cognition. Or, if it be said that it is mani-
fest in the cognition, then, what restriction is there that all

things should not be manifest in a single cognition? It may
be said that in the experience “ I know this ” the cognizer,

the object and the cognition are experienced as of distinct

1 Ista-siddhi, p. 39. asatah khyaty ayogat sat.

2 VPS, p. 75. sahopalambha-niyamad abhedo nila-tad-dhiyoh.

Bhamatl, p. 544. yad yena saha niyata-sahopalambhanam tat tato
na bhidyate.
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natures and as reciprocally related. But that is not intelli-

gible, for, how can there be relation among the momentary?

Therefore it should be assumed that first three separate cog-

nitions ‘ I,’ ‘ this ’ and ‘ know * associated with the respective

forms arise. Thence from the third cognition coloured by

the vasands (residual impressions) called the first and the

second cognitions, there is generated another cognition which

is of a nature similar to the third cognition and is associated

with the three forms. And thus, it must be admitted that

the momentary cognitions alone are objects. That cognition

is momentary is established by perception. Just as the cog-

nition of blue makes known also the exclusion of other

colours, similarly, the cognition which appears as present

intimates also its non-relation to the times past and future.

Thus the Vijnana-vadin reduces what appears to the man-in-

the-street as the block universe into a series of momentary

cognitions.

The Vijnana-vadin’ s theory of error is rooted in his sub-

jectivistic metaphysics. The silver which appears in delusion

is real, he admits
;

1 but it is real not as existing outside in

space, but as a mode of the mind. Error consists in regard-

ing what is mental as material. When cognitions are mis-

taken to be facts in the external world, error results. What
is negated by the sublating cognition “ This is not silver ” is

not silver but only its externality. When delusion and sub-

lation are intelligible by the sublation of externality alone,

it is prolix to assume the sublation of silver also; and pro-

lixity of assumptions is a serious fallacy. To avoid this

defect it may be said that silver alone is sublated, not its

externality. But this is absurd on the very face of it; for,

when the substrate is sublated, its attribute, viz., externality,

•cannot remain unsublated; and hence there is the contingence

of the sublation of both. In this manner, the Vijnana-vadin

1 Tsta-siddhi, pp. 40, 41.
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maintains that externality alone is sublated, not silver. The

real nature of silver, however, is cognition and that too is a

product of vasana.

Postponing the criticism of the metaphysical theory of

the Vijnana-vadin to a later stage, we shall here consider

critically his doctrine of error alone. The Saugata divides

the world of reality into two categories, the intellect {citta)

and its products (<caitya), and regards them as originating

in dependence on four kinds of causes: the auxiliary causes

{sahakari-pratyaya) like light, etc., the adhipati-pratyaya such

as the sense of sight, etc., the immediately antecedent cause

(,samanantara-pratyaya) which is the prior cognition and the

substrate cause (alambana-pratyaya), viz., the external thing .

1

Of these four kinds of causes none will explain the origina-

tion of cognition in the form of silver which is fundamental

to the position of the Vijnana-vadin .

2 Since an auxiliary

cause like light is responsible for clearness alone, it cannot

originate the form of silver. Nor is the rise of the form of

silver possible from the sense of sight, etc., called the adhipati-

pratyaya:, since that is the cause only of the restriction of the

content to a particular cause as visible, audible, etc. If a

thing is apprehended through the sense of sight, we do not

regard that thing as the product of the sense of sight. The

sense of sight characterizes that object as a visible thing,

and does not generate it. What is called the immediately

antecedent cause {samanantara-pratyaya) which is the prior

cognition cannot originate the form of silver; for immediately

antecedent to the rise of the delusion of silver there might,

have been the cognition of some object, say, a pot, which

belongs to quite a different class and which cannot possibly

be the cause of the origination of silver. Nor is the rise of
the form of silver possible from the external thing called the

1 VPS
, p. 34.

2 Who belongs to one of the four main Saugata schools.
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substrate cause (alambana-pratyaya), since the Vijnana-vadin

does not acknowledge any extra-mental object. When cor-

nered thus, the Vijnana-vadin tries to escape by stating that

cognition comes to have the form of silver because of the

capacity of samskara or vasana. But the acceptance of this

statement falsifies his own position. The samskara which is

alleged to be the cause of the form of silver must either be

permanent or momentary. If it be permanent, there is the

abandonment of the doctrine that everything is momentary.

If it be momentary, there is relinquishment of the view that

there exist cognitions alone.

The Vijnana-vadin may restate his position thus: in the

beginninglessly established stream of cognition there occurs

at some time or other the cognition of silver. This cogni-

tion itself serves as the samskara which brings about later

on the delusive cognition of silver. No doubt the two cog-

nitions are separated by many other cognitions of a different

class
;
but still that is intelligible even as paddy yielding paddy

after a long time. Thus the silver which appears in delusion

is brought about by beginningless vasana. Being real as a

form of cognition alone, it delusively appears as if outside.

Even the above re-statement does not make the position

of the Vijnana-vadin clear. Is the silver which appears in

delusion originated or not? If it be not originated, it cannot

be of the nature of cognition which is originated. If it be

generated like the silver of ordinary experience, even then

an external thing cannot generate it, since the Vijnana-vadin

does not accept an extra-mental reality. Nor can the origi-

nation of the illusory silver be from pure cognition which is

of the form of release. If it be said that the origination of

silver is from cognition generated by a defective cause, even

then, does the generating cognition apprehend the silver, or

is the apprehension of silver by another cognition? The

generating cognition cannot apprehend the form of silver,
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for, since the generator and the generated which are mo-
mentary belong to different times, there is the contingence

of the non-existence of immediate cognition of silver. Even

if the form of silver be apprehended by some other cognition,

that cognition cannot be one not generated by a defective

cause, because of undue extension. Nor may that cognition

be one generated by a defective cause; for, if it be generated

by silver, then silver, which is proved to be practically effi-

cient in so far as it is the generator of cognition, must be

acknowledged to be real and external; and if it be not gener-

ated by silver, then silver cannot be its content, since it is

admitted that the content is the cause which contributes the

form to the cognition. Thus in the view of atma-khyatiy

even silver would not appear.

When it is proved that in the view of atma-khyati even

the cognition of silver is unintelligible, it is not necessary

to demonstrate how the silver cannot appear as if outside.

The statement that the silver which appears in delusion is

not external conflicts with the cognition of silver as external .
1

If there could be the cognition of externality in what is non-

external, then, there is the possibility of the cognition of

intellect in what is non-intellect. But such an admission would

be cutting at the very root of the Vijnana-vada according to

which there is no real other than the intellect or its product.

Delusion and sublation are unintelligible in the view of

atma-khyati.

2 The silver which is the content of delusion

is said to be of the nature of cognition. Now, by what is

that cognition known? It cannot be apprehended by itself,

for one and the same cognition cannot be the apprehended

as well as the apprehender. Nor can it be the content of

another cognition, for both the cognitions are on a par and

momentary. As between two momentary cognitions which

1 Isla-siddhi, p. 41.

2 Ibid., pp. 113-115.
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are not simultaneous there cannot be the relation of the

apprehended and the apprehender. Further, if a cognition be

the content of another cognition, there would result non-

self-manifestness for all cognitions. And if cognition be

self-manifest, it cannot be the content either of itself or of

another cognition. Hence the delusive cognition of silver is

an impossibility on the theory that the silver is of the nature

of cognition. The sublation of silver is also unintelligible

on the subjectivist assumption. The silver-form of the cog-

nition and the externality are asserted to be self-cognized.

Now, are these the only forms of cognition? Or are there

other forms too? If they alone constitute the forms of cog-

nition, and if they be illusory, then, there can be no valid

cognition at all. If there be some other forms of cognition

which are non-illusory, then, even like them, the cognition-

forms of silver and externality may also be non-illusory.

Therefore, all cognitions whatsoever should be illusory, or

all of them non-illusory. In either case there can be no

sublation. Admitting that there is an illusory form of cog-

nition, is it self-cognized or other-cognized? If it be self-

cognized, it cannot be illusory, since it is apprehended as it

is. If it be other-cognized, there is the abandonment of the

theory of self-apprehension as well as the contingence of it

not being the form of cognition. And for a single cognition

contradictory natures—self-cognizedness and non-self-cog-

nizedness—are not possible. In this manner, the doctrine of

atma-khyati leads to a blind alley, and instead of explaining

delusion and sublation it makes them unintelligible.

(b) Akhyati

The theory of akhyati (non-apprehension)
1

is advocated

by the Prabhakaras according to whom there is no invalid

1 See VPS, p. 26 f.; Ista-siddhi, pp. 41, 42.
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cognition .

1 A cognition may be less than true, but it can

never be untrue. Hence, in this view of the nature of cog-

nitions, which is quite the antithesis of the theory held by

the Madhyamikas, there is no room for logical error. The

Prabhakara recognizes only a two-fold classification of cog-

nition into valid cognition and memory. He does not ac-

knowledge delusive cognition as a third class. Instead of

regarding delusion as a single cognition, he considers it to

be a composite of two cognitions. In the case of “ This is

silver,” the “ this ” is perceptually cognized and the “ silver
”

is remembered. The cognition of the “ this ” is perceptual,

because there is sense-contact with what is in front. The

cognition of the silver, however, is a memory being generated

by a sense-impression called up by similarity, etc. Neither

of these cognitions is untrue. But because of a defect in

the instrument, the conceit of memory-ness is lost and the

two cognitions and their respective contents are not discri-

minated. There is the non-apprehension of their non-relation

(asamsarga-graha), and consequently, what is usually called

• error results .
2 The element of untruth lies in the empirical

usage of the “ this ” and “ silver ” as being appositional, and

not in the cognitions themselves. Truth and error depend

on practical efficiency. What is useful is true. From the

point of view of cognitions there is no error at all. This is

in keeping with the Mlmamsaka doctrine of the self-validity

of knowledge. The validity of a cognition cannot be doubt-

ed. Hence, non-discrimination (aviveka) alone is the cause

of error. Because of the loss of the conceit of memory,

through such defects as desire present in the agent, the that-

element does not figure in the memory of silver. Similarly,

through those same defects, the nacre-ness of what is in front

1 yathartham sarva-vijMnam.
2 TC, p. 475. evam svarupato visayatas ca ’grhita-bhedamjnana-dvayam

eva visamvadi-pravrtti-hetuh.
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is not perceived. The peculiarities of the “ this ” such as its

having a dark exterior, etc., are obscured. And thus there

results non-discrimination as between apprehension and

memory. As a consequence of such non-apprehension of

non-relation as between the ‘ this ’ and
4

silver,’ he who
seeks silver comes to be active in respect of what is in front.

The sublation
44
This is not silver,” which results from the

discrimination of nacre from silver, destroys non-appre-

hension of non-relation and removes wrong empirical

usage.

In the view of akhyati, delusion and sublation cannot

intelligibly be explained .
1 The akhydti-vadin regards the

silver which is presented in delusion as the remembered.

But just as in the case of the cognition of real silver,

the illusory silver is presented as existing in front. The

delusive cognition is in no way inferior to the cases of right

cognition. Nor may it be said that the non-existence of

silver in front made known by the sublating cognition makes

the delusive cognition inferior; for the sublating cognition

negates only the silver known to the world as real, and not

the illusory silver which appeared in the delusion. The

Prabhakara considers delusion to be a composite of two

cognitions. But just as in the case of right cognition, in

delusion also the general and the particular are immediately

presented as in reciprocal relation. Even of the delusive

cognition the content is a
4

this-what ’
; and hence the char-

acterization of delusion as a succession of two cognitions

mistaken for one is not sound. If delusion consists of two

cognitions, the activity to which it prompts cannot be ex-

plained. Further, since, in the view of the Prabhakara,

samvit is self-revealing, the cognitions, if they be two, must

be recognized as two, in which case there would be no

delusion at all.

1 VPS, pp. 26-33.

7
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The Prabhakara identifies the true with the practically

efficient. Since the silver seen in delusion gives rise to activ-

ity which is not fruitful, the cognition of that silver is decided

to be not valid. But practical efficiency is not the criterion

of truth. The Pragmatist who regards truth as “ a class-name

for all sorts of definite working-values in experience,” 1 fails

to see the distinction between the saying, “ It is useful be-

cause it is true,” and the assertion, “ It is true because it is

useful ”. 2 What is true may be useful, but it does not

follow that what is useful must be true. The fruit of a

pramana is ascertainment of the object, not practical

efficiency.

3

Further, the Prabhakara, who does not accept the cate-

gory of non-existence, cannot validly maintain the view of

akhyati. What does he mean by non-apprehension or

akhydti ? 4 Non-apprehension cannot be mere absence of

cognition; for, if that were so, there should be delusion only

in sleep where there is non-existence of cognition, and not

in waking and dreaming. Nor can non-apprehension be a

cognition which prompts a man, who wants one thing, to

activity in respect of another; for it is possible that a person

who sees nacre-silver in front is not active in respect thereof

either because of quick sublation or because of laziness. In

such a case, since there is no activity for the man who seeks

one thing in respect of another, it would have to be said that

his cognition of nacre-silver is not a delusion. Nor can non-

apprehension mean the cognition of many undiscriminated

things. The Prabhakara holds that non-discrimination is

non-apprehension of non-relation, that delusion is the result

1 W. James: Pragmatism, p. 68.

2 Ibid., p. 204: You can say of it then either that “ it is useful because
it is true ” or that “ it is true because it is useful ”.

3 Ista-siddhi, p. 45.

4 VPS, p. 28.
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of not cognizing
4

this ’ and ‘ silver * to be non-related. But
non-apprehension of non-relation cannot be as between

apprehension and memory. In the cognition “ I am a man ”

which is a delusion, there is non-apprehension of non-relation

as between two apprehensions, and not as between appre-

hension and memory. Nor can non-apprehension of non-

relation be as between any two whatsoever. In such cogni-

tions as, “ The cow is a khanda ” (one with broken horns),

“ The cloth is white,” etc., there is non-apprehension of

non-relation, but they are not delusions. Nor can non-

apprehension of non-relation be as between two devoid of

the cognition of relation, because of the same defect. There-

fore, it makes the position of the akhydti-vddm no better by

defining non-discrimination as non-apprehension of non-

relation.

Nor is it possible to determine what the conceit of re-

membrance is, because of the loss of which delusion is said

to be caused. The conceit of remembrance cannot be memory
itself; for in that case, since in delusion memory itself

would be lost, there is the contingence of the non-existence

of the cognition of silver. Nor can the conceit of remem-

brance be something other than memory; for it would have

to be said that when something other than memory is lost,

there is non-discriminated-ness for memory; and thus there

is the contingence of the absence of a common locus. Nor
is the conceit of remembrance an attribute present in

memory; for no such attribute is cognized. Nor is it the

apprehension of a thing as qualified by prior experience; for

in the case of a delusive recognition, “ This is that Devadatta,”

while there is the apprehension of relation to prior experi-

ence, there is seen non-discrimination even without the loss

of that apprehension. Nor is the conceit of remembrance

some particular memory present in itself; for without such

external adjuncts as the cause and content, nowhere is a
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distinction among cognitions observed. The conceit of

memory is neither a particularity which is the cause of the

object of knowledge as distinguished from the sphere of prior

experience nor being the generator of a different fruit; for

in memory there is no object of knowledge and fruit over

and above those that are present in experience. Nor is the

conceit of remembrance the experience “ I remember for,

if elsewhere discriminatedness is established for the experience

“ I remember,” it is possible in the case of delusion to say

that there is no discrimination because of the loss somehow
of that experience. But that itself is not established. Thus
the conceit of remembrance, which is to be lost, is difficult

to explain.

The presentation of silver as existing in front is said to

be effected by non-discrimination. But non-discrimination

is not the cause in respect of delusion. The non-discrimina-

tion cannot be between two things apprehended; for in the

dream-state, which is a delusion, nothing other than the self

is apprehended. Since there do not exist two apprehended

things, there is the contingence of the dream-experience being

not a delusion. Nor can the non-discrimination be between

the apprehended and the remembered; for in dream, when
there is non-discrimination of the remembered blue, etc.,

from the apprehended self, there is the contingence of the

presentation of the dream cognition in the form “ I am blue,”

etc. Nor can the non-discrimination be between the re-

membered; for, then, everything would be presented only as

mediate and not as immediate in delusion. Since the conceit

of remembrance which is to be lost in order that there may
be non-discrimination is not determined, and since non-dis-

crimination itself is not proved either as between apprehen-

sion and memory or as between the apprehended and the

remembered, the theory of akhyati or non-apprehension

stands condemned.
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(c) Anyatha-khyati

The Bhattas in particular urge the theory of error known
as anyatha-khyati according to which delusion is apprehen-

sion otherwise. Otherwiseness implies change. In delusion,

is there a change in the object? Or does tho cognition alone

change? A change in the object with its implication of

parinama-vada (the theory that causation is transformation)

is unacceptable to the Advaitin. And there can be no change

in cognition without a change in the object. Hence it must

be admitted that the delusive cognition presents the object

as other than what it is. This is what the Bhatta means by

saying that error is apprehension otherwise. Nacre which is

real appears as of the nature of another real, silver .
1 Nor

is there the contingence of the apprehension of silver not

being a delusion; for it is an apprehension of a thing

as what it is not. Nacre is certainly not silver; and in

delusion it is silver that appears, and not nacre. Silver

is apprehended in the place of nacre by the sense-organ

that is in contact with nacre and affected by a defect .
2

Hence the cognition of silver is a delusion. By stating

that error is the cognition of a thing as what it is not

there is not the contingence of the apprehension of the

unreal. The mode is not a void, the silver being real.

Though non-existent in the place in which it appears,

silver is present at another place, e.g., the treasury. Nor
may it be asked how, if nacre and the mode be real, it

is possible to say that nacre is not as it appears ; for silver is

of the nature of the non-existence of nacre. Silver indeed

Is the non-existence of nacre. In the view of the Bhattas as

in the view of all Mlmamsakas, there is no non-existence

in the sense of bare negation. Abhava is bhavdntara.

1 Ista-siddhi, p. 46. ,

2 VPS, p. 33.
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Non-existence is but another existent.1 Hence it is said that

nacre is not of the nature of silver which is another existent.

Though both nacre and silver are real, nacre in its own nature

is the content of true cognition, and when it appears as of

the nature of its non-existence, silver, it is the content of

delusive cognition. As for sublation, it is intelligible even

with the removal of delusively occasioned silver-nature in

nacre. It is evident that on this view error is traced to a

subjective element. Neither of the two terms in an

erroneous judgment, ‘ this ’ and ‘ silver,’ is unreal. It is

the relation of identity or tadatmya in which they are

perceived to be that is unreal. Though silver is real as

existing in the treasury, its presentation as ‘ here and

now ’ and in apposition with nacre is what constitutes

error.

The criticism of this theory rests on proving the un-

intelligibility of the concept of otherwiseness. 2 Wherein

does otherwiseness he? Is it in respect of the cognition, in

respect of the fruit, viz., manifestation, or in respect of the

thing? (1) Otherwiseness cannot be in respect of the cogni-

tion. If it were in respect of the cognition, it should be

stated in the form that the cognition with the form of silver

abides in nacre. Now, if nacre were to serve as the abode,

it must either offer its own form in respect of the cognition,

or be the content of empirical usage prompted by the cog-

nition. The first alternative is not possible; for in respect

of the cognition which is possessed of the form of silver, the

offering of the form of nacre is impossible. Nor is the

second alternative intelligible. Though the nacre may be

the content of empirical usage prompted by the cognition of

silver, it cannot be the abode of the cognition of silver. The
perception of tiger, etc., gives rise to the empirical usage of

1 bhavantaram abhavo ’nyo na kiiicid anirupanat.

2 VPS, p. 33.
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sword, spear, bow, etc. ; but on that account sword, etc., are

not the abode of the cognition of tiger, etc. (2) Otherwise-

ness cannot be in respect of the fruit. The fruit of cognition

is manifestation. Whether in delusion or in valid cognition

there .is no difference whatever in respect of the nature of

the fruit, manifestation. (3) Nor is there otherwiseness in

respect of the thing. What is otherwiseness in respect of

the thing? Is it the identity of nacre with silver? Or is it that

nacre transforms itself in the form of silver? Even on the

first alternative, is there absolute difference between nacre

and silver? Or is there difference cum non-difference? There

can be no identity as between what are absolutely different.

Nor is there the cognition of identity which is a nullity; for,

as that is possible even in respect of quality and the possessor

of quality, there is the contingence of delusiveness for the

cognition thereof. In the view that there is the relation of

difference cum non-difference as between nacre and silver,

the perception of silver would be no delusion even as the

cognition “ The cow is a khanda” The second alternative,

viz., that nacre transforms itself in the form of silver, is also

unsound. If silver be a transformation of nacre, it can never

be sublated. The cognition of silver which is in dispute is

unsublatable, since it is the cognition of a transformation,

like the cognition of curd, which is a modification of milk.

Hence also, even like the milk, nacre would never again be

cognized. There is another reason why the view of trans-

formation is defective. If silver were a transformation of

nacre, even those who are not affected by defects ought to

cognize silver. Indeed it is not observed that the same milk

is transformed in the form of curd in respect of some persons,

but not in respect of others. Therefore, the theory of anyatha-

khyati which does not stand the test of investigation is not

the correct view of error.
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Anirvacamya-khyati

The Advaitin’s theory of error results as a logical con-

sequence from the refutation of rival theories .

1 We have

seen how both the sat-khyati and the asat-khydti are at fault.

If nacre-silver were real, its cognition could not be delusive;

nor could there be sublation for it. If silver even as it

appears be but absolutely real, it would be apprehended

even by those that are free from defect .
2 Further, there is

the sublating cognition <c This is not silver,” which makes

known the non-existence of silver in all three times in the

locus where it was cognized. Therefore, because nacre-silver

is not apprehended by those without defect and because it

is sublated by the cognition of nacre, the silver that appears

in delusion cannot be real. Nor can it be unreal, since it is

cognized. If it were unreal, then, as in the case of human-

horn, there would be no cognition thereof. Hence, there

would be neither delusion nor sublation. Delusion and sub-

lation are, however, established in experience. If any one

asserts that he does not admit delusion and consequently its

sublation, then, he will be contradicting himself. To estab-

lish that what is well known in the world, delusion, is

unacceptable to him, he must state that it itself is a delusion,

and he must also frame a sublating argument; but in so doing

he would himself be establishing delusion and sublation.

Hence, error is an incontrovertible fact of experience. Neither

the theories which regard the object of error as real nor the

doctrine which considers it to be unreal can adequately ex-

plain error. Because of cognition, the silver which is seen

in delusion is not unreal; because of sublation it is not real.

And it cannot be both real and unreal, because of con-

tradiction. Hence, it must be stated that nacre-silver is

1 Ista-siddhi, p. 47.

2 VPS, p. 38.
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indeterminable (anirvacamya) either as real or as unreal.1

Since the cognized silver is indeterminable, the cognition

cannot legitimately be determinate. Therefore, erroneous

cognition is also indeterminable. The material cause of error,

we have seen, is nescience. For an effect which is either

unreal or indeterminable there cannot be a cause which is real.

If the real were the material cause of error, then the object

of error must be real and there would be cognizability for it

by means of valid knowledge. Hence, nescience which is the

material cause of error must be admitted to be indeterminable.

5. Superimposition

The Advaitin explains the process of the appearance of

illusory silver in this manner: 2
First, there is sense-contact

with what is in front, namely, nacre. But since the sense-

organ which apprehends it is associated with a defect, the

psychosis of the internal organ generated thereby has this-ness

alone for content, not the specific nature of nacre. Then,

there is the manifestation of intelligence in the this-ness and

in the psychosis that apprehends it; and the nescience present

in that intelligence is agitated because of a defect. Then,

owing to the defect-prompted agitation, the nescience present

in the intelligence defined by the this-element is transformed

in the form of silver. The transformation in the form of

silver is, however, the result of association with the residual

impression of silver, which is called up because of similarity.

Even as the nescience present in the intelligence defined by

the this-element is transformed in the form of silver, the

nescience present in the intelligence defined by the psychosis

1 Is{a-siddhi, p. 47.

sattve na bhranti-badhau stain nasattve khyati-badhakau,

sad-asadbhyam anirvacya ’ vidya vedyais saha bhramah.
2 VPS, p. 35.
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is transformed into the form of a psychosis, being associated

with the residual impression of the psychosis apprehending

silver. And that which manifests both of them, viz., the

transformation into silver and the transformation into the

psychosis, is their common substrate, viz., the witness-intelli-

gence. Thus there is the presentation of silver.

It will be evident from the foregoing description of the

process of delusion that there are involved in that process

two cognitions, the psychosis of the internal organ which

apprehends the
44

this,” and the psychosis of nescience which

apprehends the “ this ” to be silver. Though there are two

cognitions here, they come to have a single content, because

each of the two, the ‘ this * and the
4

silver/ is of the nature

of the other. Since the content is one, the fruit defined there-

by is also one; and so the delusive cognition is figuratively

spoken of as single. This is the view of the author of the

Vivarana as set forth in the Vivarana-prameya-sangraha.

But Kavitarkika-cakravarti Nrsimha Bhattopadhyaya directs

his invective against such a view of delusive cognition .
1

Prior to the origination of the illusory silver there is no ex-

perience of the psychosis of “ this ” as distinct from the

psychosis in the form, “ This is silver ”. The perception of

a bare “ here ” and “ now,” of the substrate as a mere
“ this,” is never within the scope of the seen. Even the

evidence of modern psychological knowledge is against the

assumption of a psychosis apprehending the characterless

substrate .

2 Any cognition, however crude it may be,

presents a
4

that-what ’ and not a mere 4

that ’ as severed from

the
4

what It is truer to say that later reflection discrimi-

nates the
4 what ’ from the

4

that/ both of which are at first

presented in an indistinguishable whole, than to maintain

that the
4
that ’ is presented at first to which a

4

what * is later

1 SLS, Vol. II, p. 52.

2 See Mr. S. S. Suryanarayana Sastri’s Introduction to SLS, Vol. I, p. 31.
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super-added. Though it may appear plausible to admit in

the case of delusions involving similarity, as in “ This is

silver,” an initial cognition of the bare substrate, it is not

possible in the case of other delusions like “ The shell

is yellow ” to admit any such cognition. But in all cases of

delusion without any exception whatever we find that some
defect present either in the sense-organ or in the percipient

is the cause. It is defect that sets up an agitation in nesci-

ence, the material cause of delusion; and as was explained

above, agitated by defect, nescience transforms itself into

silver and the psychosis which apprehends that silver. Thus,

when it is in keeping with parsimony to explain delusion as

a single cognition, it is prolix to assume an initial psychosis

apprehending the characterless substrate.

In explaining delusions due to external adjuncts (sopd-

dhika-bhrama) Advaitins come very close to the view of

anyathd-khyati. Vacaspati’s description of such delusions

like “ The conch-shell is yellow ” 1 resembles the doctrine of

anyathd-khyati so much that his commentator, Amalananda,

feels compelled to defend him against the charge of uphold-

ing anyathd-khyati.
2 The difference between anyathd-khyati

and anirvacaniya-khydti, however, is this. While the former

view regards the object of delusion as belonging to another

place and another time, the latter theory maintains that it is

originated by nescience at the time and at the place it is per-

ceived. Hence what is cognized in delusion is not the

remembered. Nor is delusive cognition identical with

memory.

Superimposition which constitutes error may be defined

in two ways. From the point of view of the thing which is

superimposed, superimposition may be defined as “ that

thing which is similar to what is remembered and appears as

1 Bhamatf, pp. 18-19.

8 See Mr. S. S. Suryanarayana Sastri’s Introduction to SLS, Vol. I, p. 28.
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of the nature of a different thing,” and from the point of

view of the cognition, superimposition is that “ cognition

similar to memory, which is the presentation of one thing

as of the nature of another.” 1

Thus, error in the view of the Advaitin is inexplicable.

While others attempt the impossible in defining the content

of error either as real or as unreal, the Advaitin frankly

admits the futility of the task. He shows how the opposite

theories are barren. The content of error cannot be unreal,

because it is cognized. It cannot be real, because it is sub-

lated. And it cannot be both real and unreal, because there

would then be violation of the law of contradiction. Since

there is no other alternative left, it is indeterminable, anir-

vacanlya. Though it is not possible to determine the content

of error either as real or as unreal, it is jnana-nivarttya, re-

movable by right cognition. True knowledge (,samyag-jnana)
destroys ignorance and its product, delusion.

1 VPS, p. 26.



CHAPTER THREE

REALITY AS EXISTENCE

Haying passed through the portals of philosophy, we come
now to its central court, viz., Ontology. We have found

that there are six gateways of knowledge. While pramanas

like perception and inference give us relative truth, that which

takes us to the absolutely real and the absolutely true is only

the testimony of sruti. The quest of knowledge is the search

for truth; and the aim of philosophy is to discover Truth in

its totality. The sages of the Yedic age were inspired by
the true philosophic spirit when they began their inquiry by

asking: “What is that by knowing which everything else

becomes known? ” Since the avenues of knowledge like

perception and inference belong to the realm of the

sensuous they cannot transcend their own limitations and

lead us to the supersensuous. Sruti, however, can yield

the intuition of the Infinite, since it is free from defect

and since the cognition to which it gives rise is subsequent

(and hence superior) to perception, inference, etc. And we
observed in the first chapter that through the application of

the apaccheda-nydya sruti can well be the sublater of

the pramanas which precede it.

1. Nature of Reality

“ Metaphysics,” it is said, “ sets itself more systematic-

ally than any other science, to ask what after all is meant by
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being real.” 1 It is defined as an inquiry into the meaning

of reality. Aristotle calls it a science of being qua being.

Now, what, according to the Vedanta, is the nature of

Reality? What is its ontology or the general doctrine of

Being? A thing may be defined in two ways. We may state

its essential nature
;
or we may distinguish it from the rest by

mentioning its accidental attributes. A house may be de-

fined in terms of its essential character; or it may be demar-

cated from the rest by the accidental qualification of a crow

perching on its roof. That is the essential nature (svarupa

-

laksana) of a thing which is present in that thing so long as

it lasts and distinguishes it from the rest.
2 And that is the

qualification per accidens (tatastha-laksana) of a thing which

remains in that thing only for a time and distinguishes it

from the rest .

3

Brahman, the absolutely real, according to the Vedanta,

is defined in both the ways. The causality of the world is

the qualification per accidens of Brahman. Brahman is the

cause of the origination, sustentation and destruction of the

universe .

4

Of this nature of Brahman we shall take note in

a later chapter. Our present concern is with the essential

nature of Brahman. The Vedantic texts define its essential

nature as ‘ Being,’ ‘ Intelligence ’ and ‘ Bliss \ Existence,

intelligence, infinitude is Brahman; and that which is infinite

is bliss .

6 The three-fold nature of Brahman given by Scrip-

ture is essential to it because it constitutes its essence and

1 A. E. Taylor’s Elements ofMetaphysics

,

p. 4.

2 svarupam sad vyavartakam svarupa-laksanam.
8 kadacitkatve sati vyavartakam tatastha-laksanam.

4 yato vd imani bhutani jayante, yena jatani jivanti, yat prayanty
abhisamvisanti. tad brahma.—Tait., Ill, i. 1.

janmady asya yatah—Ved. Su., I, i. 2.

5 VPS, p. 195.

satyamjnanam anantam brahma.—Tait., II, i. 1.

yo vai bhumd tat sukham.—Chan., vii, xxiii, 1.



REALITY AS EXISTENCE 111

serves to distinguish it from the name- and form-world which

is unreal (anrta), non-intelligent (jada) and of the nature of

misery (duhkha). Being (sat), intelligence (tit) and bliss

(ananda) are neither parts of Brahman nor its properties.

The real is devoid of internal differentiations and external

relations. Being, intelligence and bliss constitute the very

nature of Brahman, and not its attributes. Though they

are not different from Brahman they appear as if different.

Even though happiness, experience of objects, eternality,

etc., constitute the very nature of the self, they are meta-

phorically called attributes, since they appear to be distinct

in the external adjunct, the psychosis of the internal organ.1

In this and the succeeding two chapters we shall con-

sider the essential nature of Brahman. The Pancadast which

derives its name from the fact of its containing fifteen pra-

karanas (chapters) is divided into three sections of five

chapters each. The first section (viveka-pancaka) gives an

exposition of the existence or Being (sat) aspect of Brahman;

the second (dlpa-pahcaka) is devoted to the characterization

of the real mainly as intelligence (tit) ;
and the last (ananda-

pancaka) expounds the Absolute as ananda or unsurpassable

and unalloyed bliss. In the present chapter we shall be con-

cerned primarily with the existence-nature of Brahman,

reserving the consideration of the other two aspects to the

next two chapters.

2. The Synthetic Method of the Upanisads

In setting forth the nature of Brahman, Bharatitirtha

adopts what may be called the synthetic method which is

wielded in an exquisite manner by the Upanisadic thinkers.

1 VPS, p. 12 and Pancapadika, p. 4.

anando visaya-nubhavo nityatvam ce ’ ti santi dharmah,

aprthaktve *pi caitanydt prthag iva ’vabhasante

.
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The nature of any system of philosophy is largely determined

by its methodology. The results of a metaphysical inquiry

depend not a little on the method that a philosopher adopts.

Method and material are interdependent. The former with-

out the latter is barren, and the latter without the former is

blind. Descartes is hailed as the father of modern philo-

sophy because of his innovation in the field of metaphysical

methodology. Immanuel Kant is known as the Copernicus

of philosophy because of the unique epistemology he gave to

the world.

“ The diversity of our opinions,” says Descartes, “ is

not because some are more reasonable than others, but only

because we conduct our thought by different ways, and do

not all consider the same things.” 1 Of all the different ways

of approach, the most important are the objective and sub-

jective methods. Those metaphysical systems which pursue

the objective path land themselves mostly in materialism and

atheism. Though Descartes began with the method of

“universal doubt,” and started his metaphysics witht he

postulate “ cogito ergo sum” he relinquished this position

while actually building the superstructure of his system. The
mathematical method of the Cartesian philosophers is mainly

an objective method. It is because of this method that even

Spinozism lends itself to a materialist interpretation. In the

East, the Vaisesika system makes use, for the most part, of

the objective approach. With its analytic skill in classifying

the various phenomena of the universe, it leaves us with an

infinite number of finite particulars. But particulars cannot

be the ultimate realia. A billiard-ball universe will satisfy

no thorough seeker of truth. Of late this objective method

has invaded even the realm of psychology. The Behaviorist

materializes the mind, makes it a shadow of the flesh

1 Rene Descartes’ Discourse on Method and Metaphysical Meditations
(Scott’s Edition), p. 2.
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and explains its functions in terms of physics and

physiology.

The subjective method is equally one-sided, and if pur-

sued to its logical consequence, would lead to subjectivism

and skepticism. The history of the English empiricist school

bears witness to this fact. The psychological method which

Locke inaugurated led logically to the phenomenalistic plural-

ism and skepticism of David Hume. The Buddha’s way, in

the East, was to a great extent subjective and psychological.

Though he was launched upon his career of philosophic

thought by an objective observation of human misery, in so

far as his aim was to discover the cause and the cure of

sorrow, the Buddha had to choose the subjective method of

introversion and psychological analysis. And a thorough-

going method of this kind involved him naturally in the

position of an agnostic.

There are certain systems which employ both the

objective and subjective methods, but in an unsynthesized

fashion. The Sankhya pursuing the objective method traces

all the manifold of sense-perception to the primal source,

pradhana or prakrti
,
the prius of creation; and through the

subjective method of inquiry he arrives at a plurality of

purusas (selves). But because of a lack of synthesis, he is

left with an irreconcilable dualism as between prakrti and

purusa, and a plurality of spirits.

The Upanisadic method is a synthesis of the objective

and the subjective ways of approach to Truth. The terms
4

adhyatma ’ and ‘ adhidaivata ’ occur frequently and in a

successive order in the Upanisads. The cosmic ether is

spoken of as identical with the ether of the heart. “ He
who is in the Purusa and he who is in the sun, he is one,” 1

says the Taittiriya Upanisad. Uddalaka in the Chandogya

Upanisad instructs his son how from the Sat, one only

1 Tait., II, viii, 1 and III, x, 4.

8
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without a second, the world sprang forth. After describing in

detail the process of the objective manifestation of the self of

the universe, Uddalaka turns with a dramatic swiftness and says,

that the universal Self is identical with the self of Svetaketu,

his son. This is a typical instance of the synthetic method of

the Upanisads and of the system of Vedanta which is based

thereon. It is through this method that the Advaitins reach

the non-dual Absolute which can be characterized neither as.

objective nor as subjective. And Bharatltirtha, who is one

of the ablest expositors of the Post-Sankara Advaita, wields,

this weapon of synthesis in an eminent way. In the second

chapter of the Pancadasi entitled the Panca-mahabhuta-viveka
,

he shows how Brahman is to be discriminated from the

external world through the objective method of approach; and

in the third chapter called the Panca-kosa-viveka
,
he makes

use of the subjective method of analysing the sheaths that

seem to encase the self and of divesting it of them just as

we remove the chaff from a kodrava grain.1

3. Existence and Reality

“ Existence is not reality, and reality must exist. . . .

Existence is, in other words, a form of the appearance of the

Real,” says Bradley. 2 McTaggart regards existence as prima

facie a species of the Real. While it is universally admitted

that all that exists must be real, he says, there is a view which

maintains that there is reality which does not exist. And he

sets himself to refute that theory and prove that there is noth-

ing real which is not existent. 3 “ There is nothing which

compels us to believe in non-existent reality.” 4 The Vedanta

1 See Sankara’s Commentary on the Tait. Mem. Ed., Vol. 6, p. 75.
2 Appearance and Reality

, p. 400.

3 The Nature ofExistence, Vol. I, Chapters I and II.

4 Ibid., p. 33.
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regards existence neither as the appearance of reality nor as

a species of the real, but as the characteristic nature of the

Absolute. “ Of the real there is no non-existence, and of

the unreal, no existence.” 1 There is no non-existent reality.

Nor is there unreal existence. The objects of the name- and

form-world which are appearances are no doubt regarded as

existent. But ‘ existence ’ is not their nature; it is the essen-

tial nature of the Absolute. We wrongly attribute the nature

of the absolute Brahman, existence, etc., to the objects of

the world which are illusory, couple the true with the untrue

and indulge in such empirical usage born of ignorance as

that “ The pot is real,” “ The cloth is real.”

Almost the first task that a seeker after truth has to

undertake is to discriminate the real from the unreal, the

truly existent from the apparent things of the universe. The

principle that guides him in this undertaking is that of non-

contradiction. “ Ultimate reality is such that it does not

contradict itself; here is an absolute criterion.” 2 Unsublata-

bility is the test of truth .
3 This is not a mere negative

standard. While denying inconsistency, it asserts con-

sistency. “If we can be sure that the inconsistent is unreal,

we must, logically, be just as sure that the reality is con-

sistent.” 4 That is real (satyam) whose nature by which it is

cognized, remains constant; and that is unreal (anrtam),

whose nature by which it is determined, varies .
5 “That

which is constant in whatever is variable, that is different

1 Bh. G., II, 16.

nd ’sato vidyate bhdvo nd ’hhavo vidyate satah.

2 Bradley’s Appearance and Reality, p. 136.

3 See Chapter II.

4 Bradley’s Appearance and Reality, p. 139.

5 Sankara’s Commentary on the Tait. Mem. Ed., Vol. 6, p. 62.

satyam iti yad rupena yan niscitam tad riipam na vyabhicarati

tat satyam, yad rupetia yan niscitam tad riipam vyabhicarati

tad anrtam ity ucyate.
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from the latter, as a string from the flowers (strung

thereon).” 1 Real existence is never sublated. Through the

application of the principle of anvaya-vyatireka (co-presence

and co-absence), the author of the Pancadasi shows how
existence is the essential nature of the Absolute and not of

the things of the world, external or internal.

4. The Nature of Existence—Objective Approach

Dissatisfaction with the first view of things is the mother

of all metaphysics. One who refuses to think can never get

behind the shifting scenes of the world. The theories of the

First Look do not satisfy those who are in quest of truth.

The common-sense point of view regards the world of names

and forms as real. Existence is thought to pertain to the

objects of the universe. Five characteristics are discernible

in every object of experience: existence {asti), manifestation

(bhati), lovability {priyam), name (ndma) and form (rupa).

Of these the last two vary from object to object. They are

inconstant, and are products of maya. They are the stuff of

the world, and are unreal. The first three constitute the

essential nature of Brahman which is existence-intelligence-

bliss.
2 We speak of the elements and the elementals as exist-

ing (asti), as manifest {bhati) and as being attractive {priyam).

These characteristics which are common to all products really

belong to Brahman. Ether, for example, the first product of

maya, exhibits the essential nature of Brahman in so far as

it exists {asti), is manifest {bhati) and is attractive {priyam).

But spatiality {avakasa) which is its distinctive feature is a

1 Bhamati (TPH),

yesu vyavartamanesu yad anuvartate tat tebhyo bhinnam, yatha
kusumebhyah sutram. See Commentary on PD, I, 41.

2 Drg-drsya-viveka, 20.

asti bhati priyam ruparri ndma ce ’ty amsa-pancakam

,

adya-trayam brahma-rupamjagad-rupam tato dvayam.
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mode of maya.1 When the Advaitin says that ether is un-

real, he does not mean that its existence, manifestation and

attractiveness are unreal; what he maintains is that its

spatiality is illusory. Spatiality is a product of delusion

because prior to the manifestation of ether, it did not exist,

and when ether is destroyed, it will cease to exist. What is

unreal at the beginning and unreal at the end cannot be real

in the middle .
2 Beings are unmanifest in the beginning,

manifest in the middle and unmanifest again in the end .
3

But the real nature of Brahman persists for all time. We
defined reality as that which is permanent in things that

perish, constant in entities that change. Existence is con-

stant in objects that are variable; hence it is different from

the latter, and constitutes the essential nature of Reality.

The existence that is persistent in such cognitions as
4 The

pot exists/ etc., is the substrate, Brahman, while only the

particulars, pot, etc., are illusory .
4

“ Existence alone, dear one, was this in the beginning,

one only without a second,” declares Scripture .
5 The five

elements with their distinctive properties, the cognitive and

conative senses with their respective functions, the antaJi-

karana with its power of direction and control—all these

which are modifications of maya, products of prakrti, are

illusory imputations on the secondless sat. Prior to the

origination of this unreal superimposition, there was only

existence (sat), one without a second.

Existence which is the essential constitution of Reality

has neither external relations nor internal differentiations.

It is unrelated to anything, for there is nothing else with

1 PD, XIII, 67.

2 PD, XIII, 68.

3 Bh. G., II, 28.

4 VPS, p. 200.

5 PD, II, 19 and Chan., VI, ii, 1.



118 THE PHILOSOPHY OF ADYAITA

which it can be related. The Real which is the most perfect

Being cannot be delimited by determinations and relations.

To limit it is to finitize it. It has nothing of a like kind or of

a different kind, and it has no internal variety. A tree, for

instance, has internal variety of foliage, flowers and fruits, it

has the relation of similarity to other trees and of dissimilar-

ity to objects of a different kind like stones. The sat has no

other thing which is similar to it or dissimilar to it, and it

has no internal differentiations .

1

The sat has no internal modes, since it is not a whole-

of-parts. Parts can be attributed only to inert matter. The

sat is pure intelligence, single and indivisible. It is infinite

and partless. Assuming that it is a whole-of-parts, we must

inquire whether the parts are intelligent or inert. If they be

intelligent, are they different or non-different from the satl

They cannot be different, for the scriptural texts declarative

of non-difference would then be contradicted. If they be

non-different from Brahman, they cannot be related to it as

parts to the whole. If the parts be inert, then, the sat must

also be inert. What is inert is subject to origination and

destruction, and hence cannot be real or sat. This leads us

to the absurd position of stating that the real is not real—

a

glaring case of self-contradiction. If Brahman have parts, is

there self-luminosity for both the parts and the whole, or

only for either? If both be self-luminous, then, since either

is not the content of the other, the possession of parts will

not be cognized. If either be self-luminous, there will not

be established the relation of part and whole between them,

any more than between pot and the self.
2 The real is not a

one-in-many, an identity-in-difference. It cannot even be
said that name and form are the constitutents of the sat.

The name sat which is attributed to the real is for empirical

1 PD, II, 20 and 21.

2 VPS, p. 206.
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.
purposes, for instruction which is through mortal words.

Satta or the ‘ Supreme Being ’ is the highest category that

human mind can cognize. All that the finite intellect can

say of the real is that it is. Brahman can have no form, since

it is immutable, eternal. Sat
,

cit and ananda, being, intelli-

gence and bliss are not parts of Brahman. They constitute

its nature. If they be parts, they must be mutually exclusive.

If sat be sundered from cit and ananda

,

it would be inert and

of the nature of misery, and hence also unreal {asat). If

intelligence were different from being and bliss, it would be

non-being accompanied by misery and so acit or insentient.

Excluded from sat and cit, ananda would not be bliss but

misery. Sat, cit and ananda are neither parts of Brahman

nor its properties. Names and forms cannot be the limbs of

sat, since prior to creation they were non-existent. The real

is devoid of parts. It has no modification .
1

If particulars be the only realia, there would be many
reals of the same kind. But a plurality of reals is an impossi-

bility. What is real cannot be many. If there were other

reals of the same class as the sat, then, the sat would

be limited. But a limited real cannot be sat (or existence).

And an unlimited real can be only one. With determina-

tions the sat cannot be; without them a plurality of reals

oannot exist. Hence there is nothing akin to the sat .

2

Nor is there anything which is of a different class than

the sat. What is not sat (existence) must be asat (non-exist-

ence). But the asat cannot be the counter-correlate of the

.sat, since it is non-existent and unreal. Hence there can be

no entity different from and opposed to the sat. Real exist-

ence is one without a second. It has no genus; it possesses

no properties, and it is unrelated to anything else .
3

1 PD, II, 22, 23.

2 PD, II, 24.

3 PD, II, 25.
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The Madhyamikas regard non-existence as the stuff of

reality.
1 Non-being is the source and solace of this world.

The cosmic process is like an illusory wheel of fire. Incap-

able of grasping the supersensuous and the supra-rational,

dependent solely on inferential reasoning and discarding the

intuitions of Scripture, the Nihilists conclude that every-

thing is void .
2 They fail to recognize that there can be a

real beyond the reach of speech and mind. To make con-

fusion worse confounded, they quote the scriptural text,.

“ Non-existence alone this was in the beginning
”3 in support

of their doctrine. But, unfortunately. Scripture is not in

their favour. What the Chandogya text declares is not that

non-existence is the parent of the world but that the world

of names and forms was non-existent, i.e., undifferentiated,

before creation.

When the Madhyamika says that non-existence was in

the beginning, does he mean that non-existence is related to

the real or that it is itself real? In either case he would be
contradicting himself. Non-existence which is unreal cannot

be associated with reality, nor can it be itself real. Light

can be neither dark nor co-ordinated with darkness. The
sat and sunya are diametrically opposed to each other. The
world of names and forms is a superimposition on the sat.

If the Nihilist assert that non-existence is also a super-

imposition on the real, then he falsifies his own theory that

nullity is the ultimate category. He may turn round and
say that like non-existence the name and form of the sat are

also superimpositions thereon. But this objection of his is-

unintelligible. The sat has neither name nor form. Assuming
that they are superimpositions, on what are they super-

imposed? Are the name and form of the sat superimposed

1 PD, II, 26.

2 PD, II, 31. See Naiskarmya-siddhi, III, 34.
3 Chan., Ill, xix, 1 and VI, ii, 1.
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on the sat, or on the asat, or on the world? Not the first,

since the name and form of a thing are not superimposed

on itself. The name and form of silver are superimposed

not on itself but on nacre. Nor can the asat be the sub-

strate of superimposition, for how can non-existence be the

substrate of anything? Nor can the world be the substrate

of superimposition, for the world is the product and not

the parent of the sat. Nor can it be maintained that the

name and form of the real need no substrate whereon they

can be superimposed, since substrateless delusion is

impossible .

1

A series of objections may be raised against the

Advaitin’s doctrine that existence was in the beginning. It may
be asked whether the senses of the two words * existence

*

and ‘ was ’ are different or identical. If there be difference

between them, non-difference will be destroyed. If there be

no difference, there is idle repetition. Hence, says the oppo-

nent of Advaita, the doctrine that existence was in the

beginning is unintelligible. The Advaitin replies to this

contention by rejecting the first alternative and pointing out

that repetition is not a fallacy in this case. Our empirical

usage abounds in repetition. We speak of a man as doing

his deed, of wearing the daily wear, etc. To us who are

accustomed to this kind of repetitive language, it is no fallacy

on the part of Scripture to instruct us in the same manner

as we talk .

2

The next objection that the opponent urges is about the

tense of the verb used in the scriptural passage:
4

Existence

alone was this in the beginning.’ Since in the non-dual reality

there is no past time, it is unintelligible, he says, to declare

that it was in the beginning. The Absolute is, no doubt,

beyond the measures of time. But for the sake of instructing

1 PD, 11, 32-35.

2 PD, II, 36 and 37.
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the disciple who is limited by temporal conditions, the sat is

spoken of as having existed prior to creation without any

differentiations of name and form. Both questions and

answers belong to empirical language whose sphere is the

realm of duality. In the language of the non-dual spirit

there is no query, nor is there any reply. The real is too

deep for the mind to fathom, too great for words to describe .

1

Accepting the unreality of the earth and other objects

because they are generated and are observed to change and

perish, the opponent asks the Advaitin how ether also can

be declared to be unreal. According to the Vaisesika, the

four elements, earth, water, fire and air, are atomic; but

ether is eternal, indivisible and homogeneous. The rejoinder

of the Advaitin is that, however subtle ether may be, it is

material and hence perishable. He asks : if it be possible to

cognize the existence of ether without the earth, etc., why
cannot the sat be cognized without ether? Further, pure

ether unrelated to the other four elements is not an object

of experience. The sat
, on the other hand, is the most inti-

mately experienced by the enlightened and the ignorant alike.

iQone doubts his own existence. The man-in-the-street may
not realize that the real is intelligence and bliss, but self-

existence is experienced by all. The supreme Reality is

intuited with the utmost certitude in the serenity of silence.

The experience of quietude cannot be a night of nothing-

ness, for there one does not perceive non-existence or

non-being. As the Atman is realized in its native purity in

the state of silence, so also the sat is intuited to be non-dual

existence when the encumbrances of name- and form-world

are discarded .
2

Existence which is the substrate of the five elements and
their products is Reality. Whatever is distinctive in the

1 PD, II, 38 and 39.

2 PD, II, 41-46.
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elements and the elementals is a product of maya; and what-

ever is common and constant in them constitutes the nature

of reality. Ether which is the primary mode of maya is of

the nature of space. Spatiality is its distinctive feature. It is

not present in the other elements, and hence it is unreal.

Existence persists in ether as in other things; and so it is the

nature of Reality.1 In air, fire, water and earth we find

attributes which are not common and constant. They are

non-real superimpositions of maya. But existence is funda-

mental to them all. Nor may it be said that existence is an

attribute of the elements. Just as substance which is persis-

tent in colour, taste, etc., is the substrate and not attribute,

the sat which is persistent in ether, air, etc., is the substrate

and not attribute. And in the same way as for colour which

excludes taste, etc., there is for ether which excludes air, etc.,

attributeness and not substrateness. It may be said that,

just as there is reality for colour as distinct from pot, there

may be reality even for ether which is different from existence.

But this objection is groundless, since ether as distinct from

existence is indemonstrable. Sundered from existence, ether,

etc., would be non-existent and therefore unreal. 2 Satta is

the summum genus which is present in all things. It is not

a mere concept as with the Naiyayikas. It constitutes the

very essence of Reality.

5. The Nature of Existence—Subjective Approach

By an analysis of the external world we found the nature

of reality to be existence. We shall now see how the sub-

strate of the internal world is also existence. Bharatitlrtha

in the first prakarana of the Pahcadasi examines the three

1 PD, II, 60.

2 PD, II, 68.
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states of consciousness and shows how pure intelligence

{samvit) alone is real, non-contradicted by any experience.

In the state of waking the objects of experience vary and

vanish; but the intelligence which cognizes them is single

and the same throughout .
1 The objects of sense such as a

tuning-fork and a bright light, and the stimuli that we receive

from them, are different from one another because of their

mutual exclusion and particularity. But the knowledge of

the sensory objects which is other than the sensations is

identical and undivided and hence not differentiated and

dissipated. Pure intelligence is not a series of sensations.

It is not a collection of particular perishing psychical presen-

tations. Presentations by themselves yield no knowledge.

But for the unitary principle that connects and controls them,

they would be a chaotic mass akin to that which constitutes

an idiot’s lore. In dreams the objects of waking life are not

present. There exists only the impressions of the waking

experience. More evanescent and fleeting than the world of

our waking life is the dream-world. But the pure intelli-

gence which witnesses the dreams does not undergo change.

If it were one consciousness that was awake and another

that dreamt, then there would be no case of identity at all.

But in actual experience we find that it is the same samvit

which remains as the witness of both the states of conscious-

ness .
2 In the experience of deep sleep undisturbed by dreams

there is neither the play of the external world nor the cinema

of internal objects. But this abhava (absence) of the world

does not affect the witness-intelligence, since that intelligence

is the witness even of the nescience of sleep. Pure intelligence

which persists in sleep is different from its object, viz., ignor-

ance, but not from the samvit which experiences the other

two states. Thus in the three states of experience what is

1 PD, 1, 3.

2 PD, I, 4.
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constantly present is intelligence .
1 True existence belongs

only thereto. This single, self-luminous intelligence neither

rises nor sets .

2
It is ever-existent eternal light.

Five sheaths (kosas) there are which cover the empirical

self and obscure its real nature. They are not of the nature

of reality, because they are fleeting and not permanent. In

dream-experience the gross body or the sheath of food is

sublated, but not the self. The subtle body which consists

of three sheaths, viz., vital air, mind and intellect, is not

manifest in sleep. But the self does never cease to shine

even in the experience of sleep. It is not affected by the

presence or absence of body and mind. That it is imperish-

able, ever existent, is shown by the fact that it remains

constant when the gross and subtle bodies change and perish.

The gross body which plays its chief role in waking disappears

in dream, and the subtle body which is manifest in dream

ceases to exist in sleep. But there is never a time when the

self is not. It is the silent witness, eternal and ever-lasting.

The causal body which is attendant on the self in waking,

dream and sleep, vanishes in samadhi (state of super-

consciousness). In the state of superconsciousness, there is

the manifestation of the self but not that of nescience. The

causal body or the sheath of ananda, viz., nescience which

persists even in sleep perishes in samadhi. While the sheaths

are finite and particular, the self is infinite and eternal.

Though sustaining the sheaths in the relative plane of exist-

ence, it is never identical with them. It is like a thread which

courses through and holds together a collection of pearls .
3

The three bodies are not co-present with the self; and the

self is not co-absent with them. It is contradicted by no

1 PD, I, 5 and 6.

2 PD, 1, 7.

no ’deti na 'stain ety eka samvid esa svayaipprabha.

3 PD, I, 38-41.
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experience, since it is of the very nature even of him who
contradicts .

1

The five sheaths have been characterized as unreal. The

sheath of food is not the self, because it is a modification of

matter. It has only a modal existence. Nor is the sheath of

prana (vital air) the self, since it is unintelligent and inert.

It is blind force, a mere strife and striving. Nor is the sheath

of mind the self, for it is also a mode of maya, subject to

ceaseless change. The mind is a victim to changing passions

and passing moods; and so it cannot be the self. That which

is a slave of modifications cannot be the changeless Atman .

Change implies imperfection, and inherent want. The self is

immutable and perfect. It is not only metaphysical, but also

meta-psychical. Nor is the sheath of vijnana (intellect) the

self, because it stops functioning in sleep and in other

abnormal states. In waking it pervades the body upto the

finger-ends, but in sleep it is resolved in nescience. Nor is

the sheath of bliss {ananda-maya-kosa) the self, since it is

inconstant and exists only at certain times. In the sheath

of bliss there is only a reflection of the self which is supreme

happiness. That bliss which is the prototype of the reflec-

tion in the ananda-maya-kosa is the self, because it is ever

existent (sarvada sthiteh). 2

“ Now, let there not be for the five sheaths the nature

of being the self. But they are facts of experience, whereas

the self is never experienced.” If this be said, true. All the

sheaths are experienced and nothing else is so experienced.

But there must be something which itself being unexperienced

makes all other experiences possible; and that is the self.

Since it is itself experience, it is not an object of experience.

The self is not an object of cognition, since there is neither

1 ya eva hi nirakarta tad eva tasya svariipam. See Sankara’s com-
mentary on Ved. Sit., II, iii, 7.

2 PD, III, 3-10.
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a cognizer nor cognition apart from it.
1 The witness-self is

always the seer and never the object of sight.
2 Scripture

declares :
“ Where there is duality, there one perceives another,

one smells another, one tastes another, one contacts another,

knows another; but where all this is the self, who is

there to be heard by whom, who is there to think, touch

and know whom? Who can know him by whom all this is

known? Who can know the knower? ” 3 Because the self is

not an object of experience it is not proper to say that it is

non-existent. It is not a non-object of experience like the

horns of a hare or the son of a barren woman. It is self-

resplendent experience, and hence not an experienced object.

It is existence, and not an existent.

Since we have shown the five sheaths to be unreal, it

may be said that only nullity remains when the sheaths are

discarded. But this is unsound.

4

Even for nullity there

must be a witness. Self-existence cannot become a matter

of controversy. Nobody doubts his own existence. Descartes

who began doubting everything could not doubt his own
existence. Cogito ergo sum is the first postulate of his

philosophy. The dictum is not at the fag end of a syllogistic

process. “ Self-knowledge is far too primitive and simple to

admit of an ergo. If the T am’ depends on an ‘ I think,’

the
4

1 think ’ must also depend on another ergo, and so on,

and it will land us in infinite regress.”5 44 The man who calls

this syllogism,” says Hegel,
44
must know little more about a

syllogism, save that the word 4

ergo ’ occurs in it. Where

shall we look for the middle term? It was as a self-evident

or immediate truth that the cogito ergo sum, the maxim on

1 PD, III, 11-13.

2 Drg-drsya-viveka, 1. saksi drg eva na tu drsyate.

3 Brh., IV, v, 15.

4 PD, III, 22.

5 S. Radhakrislman : An Idealist View ofLife, p. 140.
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which the whole history of modern philosophy was built, was

started by its author.” In self-consciousness, thought and

existence cannot be separated. As for our own existence,

says Locke, we perceive it so plainly and so certainly that it

neither needs nor is capable of proof. For Kant the trans-

cendental unity of apperception is the central postulate.

Self-existence is the basic fact on which all knowledge and

logic are grounded. Self-knowledge is inseparable from self-

existence. Sankara says that self-knowledge which is neither

logical nor sensory is the pre-supposition of every other kind

of cognition. It is beyond proof, since it is the basis of all

proof. If a person asserts that the self is unreal, then he is

predicating his own unreality; for he is no other than

the self.

“ They reckon ill who leave me out;

When me they fly I am the wings

;

I am the doubter and the doubt,

And I the hymn the Brahmin sings.” 1

1 Emerson’s Brahma.



CHAPTER FOUR

REALITY AS INTELLIGENCE 1

“ Brahman is consciousness (prajnana).”
2 “ Here this self

is self-luminous.” 3 “ The self alone is its light.” 4 Reality

is not bare existence. It is intelligence as well. It is self-

effulgent; by its light everything else shines. It neither rises,

nor sets. It knows neither growth nor decay. Being self-

luminous, it illumines all other things without depending on

any external aid .
5 “ Who can cognize that by which every-

thing is cognized? By whom can the knower be known?”
asks Yajnavalkya. The self knows all; but it is not

apprehended by any means of knowledge .

6
It is neither the

manifest world of name and form which is presented to sense;

nor is it the unmanifest maya un-revealed to sense-perception.

It is neither the modes of rndya nor mdyd itself. The experi-

ence of self-consciousness is an undeniable fact. The self is

not known, because it is more than known. It is knowledge

itself, the light of intelligence but for whose manifestation

the entire world will be blind.

1 In this chapter we shall be mainly concerned with the objective

approach to Reality as intelligence, reserving the consideration of the

subjective approach to the chapter on the witness-intelligence.

2 Ait., Ill, 3.

3 Brhi., IV, iii, 9 and 14.

4 Brh., IV, iii, 6.

5 Drg-drsya-viveka, 5.

6 PD, III, 18.

9



130 THE PHILOSOPHY OF ADVAITA

1. The Self is Self-luminous Experience

The Prabhakaras hold egoity to be the self, and cogni-

tion to be an attribute thereof. In a cognitive process of the

form “ I know the pot,” the cognition which is self-luminous

manifests pot, etc., as content and the self as the locus.

Hence luminosity belongs to cognition and not to the self

which is egoity. The self is the substance of which cognition

is an attribute. Since substance is not attribute, the self is

not cognition, and hence not self-luminous. It is cognition

that manifests it. The self is not self-revelatory. The self

is not intelligence. Nor is intelligence the only attribute of

the self, since there are other qualities like desire, aversion,

activity, etc. They are not inherent in the self. They come
into being as a result of the conjunction of the self with the

mind caused by its unseen potency (adrsta

)

in the form of

karmas which have begun to bear fruit. When in sleep the

unseen potency is resolved, the attributes quit the self, which

then remains quality-less, non-intelligent.1 The Vedanta view

that the self is self-luminous is not acceptable to the Prabha-

kara. When empirical usage results even with the self-

luminosity of cognition which is admitted even by the Advaitin,

there is prolixity in assuming that in respect of the self also.

Therefore, the Prabhakara maintains that the three aspects

(triputi) are immediately experienced in an act of cognition.

The non-intelligent egoity which shines as the locus of the

self-luminous cognition of the object like the wick which is

the locus of the flame, is the self. Apart from egoity there is

not the cognition of the self anywhere. There is no distinction

between egoity and the self. Therefore egoity alone is the self.
2

The Logician agrees with the Prabhakara in regarding

the self as non-intelligence. Cognition is an attribute of the

1 PD, VI, 88-91.

2 VPS, pp. 54 and 56.
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self inherent therein. But the Logician does not subscribe

to the view of the Prabhakara that cognition is self-luminous.

Cognition which is inherent in the self conjoined to mind is

immediately experienced by another cognition (the anu-

vyavasaya) through the relation of inherence in the conjoined

(samyukta-samavaya]
). Hence, according to the Logician,

neither the self nor cognition is self-luminous .
1

The Bhatta view is that the self is a composite of intelli-

gence and non-intelligence. Like the glow-worm, the self is

a mixture of light and darkness, of intelligence and inertness .
2

There are two elements in the self, the substance-element and

the knowledge-element. To the former belongs cognizedness

and to the latter belongs cognizership. Since it may easily

be said that the cognized-element is the principal and the

cognizer-element is the subsidiary, there is no conflict between

the status of subsidiary and principal .

3 Both inertness and

intelligence are experienced in the state of sleep. One who
has woken up from slumber says that he knew nothing in

sleep. This implies that inertness belonged to the self. But

there was also the experience of inertness which is impossible

without an element of intelligence. Hence, says the Bhatta,

the nature of the self is intelligence cum non-intelligence .

4

The self which is without parts cannot be a composite

entity. Therefore the Sankhyas assert that the self is intelli-

gence. A double nature is unintelligible in the case of the

homogeneous self. The element of inertness belongs to the

nature of prakrti which is ‘ a string of three strands ’ and

which creates the whole universe for the sake of the bondage

and release of the intelligence-self. Purusa, though by him-

self non-active, is lured by the activity of prakrti. Bondage

1 VPS
, p. 55.

2 PD, VI, 17.

3 VPS, p. 54.

4 PD, VI, 15 and 16.
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and release do not really belong to the self. They are due

to the want of discrimination between the intelligent purusa

and the non-intelligent prakrti. In order to account for the

distinction of bondage and release the Sankhyas admit of a

plurality of purusas. So long as the purusa is ignorant of his

real nature he plays into the hands of prakrti. He identifies

himself with prakrti and its products and tastes the sweets

and bitters of life .
1 The pure nature of purusa

,
however, is

intelligence alone. That the self is intelligence can be inferred

in the form: “ The reflection of intelligence in the inert

internal organ must be preceded by a prototype of that nature,

since it is a reflection like the reflection of the face.” 2

According to the Advaitin, the self is of the nature of

experience. If a distinction be made between self and experi-

ence, it must be asked: is the self alone the light of

intelligence, or is experience too that light, or experience

alone ? If the self alone be the fight of intelligence, what
about experience? How does it, which is an inert fight, mani-

fest the universe? Does it manifest the universe, while

remaining itself unmanifest, in the same way as the sense of

sight, etc.? Or does it manifest objects while being itself

manifest, like fight, without depending on some other fight

of the same class? Experience which is an inert fight cannot

manifest objects in the same manner as the sense of sight,

etc. The sense of sight generates experience which is other

than itself, while experience is not thus. Hence, experience

cannot manifest the universe, while being itself unmanifest.

If it illumine objects while being itself manifest, then, since

there exists the characteristic of the light of intelligence, viz.,

manifestation without depending on an experience other than

itself, experience would certainly be the fight of intelligence.

If this be not admitted and if experience be regarded as an
1 PD, VI, 98-100.

2 VPS, p. 54 and Pancapadika-vivarana.
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inert light, then, there is the contingence of the blindness

(unconsciousness) of the world. Nor may it be said that

the self which is the light of intelligence makes manifest

everything on the strength of inert experience; for, in the case

of what is of the nature of intelligence, manifestation in

dependence on the inert is unintelligible. If it be said that

the objects are manifested by another experience, as distinct

from the self’s intelligence, generated by the inert experience,

then, since a third experience is needed even for this second

experience which is inert, there would be infinite regress.

Hence, experience cannot be regarded as an inert light .
1

Nor may it be said that both the self and experience are

the light of intelligence, for, if that were so, they would be

independent of each other and the establishment of each

would not be dependent on the other. If the self and experi-

ence be independent of each other, how could the relation

between cognition and the self be known? Neither the self

nor experience would be capable of apprehending the rela-

tion. It may then be thought that the self, though of the

nature of intelligence, does not shine of itself, like another

person’s consciousness, and that therefore the self is

established only in dependence on experience. But this line

of argument can well be advanced in respect of experience

too ; for, there is no disparity between the self and experience

in being of the nature of intelligence. If it be said that the

self-luminosity of experience is because of its non-remoteness,

then that is common to the self too. Therefore it is not

possible to make a distinction between the self and experience

both of which are the light of intelligence and say that the

self does not shine of itself. It may with equal justification

be said that the self shines of itself, since, while being of the

nature of intelligence, it is non-remote, like experience .
2

1 VPS, pp. 56 and 57.

2 VPS, p. 57.
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Nor is it proper to say that experience alone is the light

of intelligence. The self cannot be an inert light. The self

and experience are not different. The Logicians and the

Prabhakaras consider experience to be a quality of the self.

The Sahkhyas, who regard it as of the nature of the self, call

it a substance by presumption. The Bhattas call it an act,

since, according to them, it is the fruit of an act of trans-

formation, and act and fruit are identical. Thus experience

has been regarded variously by the followers of the different

schools. We shall now take these views in the reverse order

and see how they are not intelligible. The Bhattas consider

experience to be an act. If it be an act, like the act of going,

etc., it would not be luminous, nor would it be the fruit.

The Sahkhyas say that experience is a substance. If experi-

ence be a substance, and if it be of atomic size, it would be

incapable of manifesting an object in its entirety. It would,

like a glow-worm, manifest only a limited part of the thing.

If it be extensive in size, there is the contingence of the mani-

festation everywhere even of the self, whether the self be

regarded as of the nature of that experience or as the locus

thereof. If experience be of medium size, then it would be

dependent on its parts and not on the self. Just as between

lamp-light and luminosity, there is no difference between the

self and experience. The Logicians and the Prabhakaras

maintain that experience is a quality of the self. Even if

experience be a quality, it must be admitted that it is not

originated in the absence of the origination of the locus as

in the case of the brightness present in the lamp-light. Since

the self is eternal, experience must also be eternal; and since

experience is non-inconstant in respect of the self, it follows

by presumption that the self itself is experience. It cannot be

said that the establishment of the self is dependent on experi-

ence; for, if that were so, there is the contingence of non-

self-hood for the self. Nor may it be said that because the
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experiences of blue, yellow, etc., are diverse, they cannot be

of the nature of the self. The experiences are not diverse in

their own nature. Difference is due to adjuncts. Nor is it

possible to assert that the experiences are not of the nature

of the self because they are originated and destroyed. Origi-

nation and destruction are dependent on the establishment

of difference; and for the assumption of difference, there is

no evidence. Difference of consciousness need not be assumed

in order to explain the different cognitions of different objects

or of the same object at different instants. It is not necessary

to admit that the origination of a subsequent experience is

preceded by the destruction of the earlier experience. Since

this is established even through the origination and destruc-

tion of the relations of one consciousness with several objects

or with the same object at different moments, there is

prolixity in the assumption of the origination and destruction

of consciousness too .

1

The Saugatas point out on the analogy of the different

successive flames that difference even while existing in the

cognitions is not manifested in the absence of an external

cause. But that does not stand to reason. Since the flames

are cognized by another, there can possibly be the non-mani-

festation of difference. In the case of the self-luminous

consciousness, however, it is not possible that difference

should exist and yet be not manifest. Therefore conscious-

ness is one alone and beginningless. It is beginningless

because there is no prior non-existence for it. Thus, there

is no unintelligibility whatever in the eternal self-luminous

experience being of the nature of the self. When the self is

conditioned by objects, it is spoken of as experience; and

when the adjuncts are not intended, it is called the self.

2

1 VPS, pp. 57 and 58.
2 VPS, p. 58.

atmaiva visayo-padhiko ’nubhava iti vyapadtiyate.

avivaksito-padhis ca’tme ’ti.
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2. Anandabodha on Self-luminosity

The importance of the present topic, viz., the self-

luminosity of the self, is evident from its treatment by almost

all the preceptors of Advaita. Anandabodha Bhattarakacarya,

on whose Nyaya-makaranda Bharatitirtha depends very much
for his arguments in this connection, says that the self-

luminosity of the self follows from the fact that it cannot be

manifested by anything else. Men recede from objects which

are hurtful and approach those which are helpful. The
knowledge that a particular object is either helpful or hurtful

is dependent on its determinant, the luminosity of the self,

because it is a determinate light. And this luminosity of the

self is dependent on nothing else, because, while manifest-

ing everything, it is not manifested by any other thing.1

The Logician’s view that the self is mentally perceived is-

unsound; for, if that were so, it would have to be stated that

the self is the object of its own cognitive operation. Agency

and objectness cannot belong to a thing at the same time

and with reference to the same act. Cognition is a function

of the self. Hence the self cannot be an object of cognition.

While admitting that the self is not the object of mental

perception, the Prabhakara denies self-luminosity to the self.

The luminosity of the self is dependent not on itself, since

the self is manifest in all object-cognitions which are depen-

dent on the senses, etc. Cognition reveals the object as its

content and the self as its locus. Though the self in this

manner comes to be the fruit of an act, there is not the con-

tingence of objectness for it, in which case there would be

conflict with its own operation. Hence, the cognition of

blue, etc., manifests the self, its locus, as “ not-this,” and the

object as “ this Because the cognition is self-luminous,

nothing else is required to manifest it. The Advaitin refutes
1 Nyaya-makaranda (Chowkamba Sanskrit Series), pp. 130-145.
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the Prabhakara view by saying that if the self be different

from cognition and if it be not the object thereof, then, its

luminosity too would not depend on cognition. That which

is different from cognition and yet not its object, cannot he

in need of cognition for its manifestation. What is mani-

fested by cognition must of necessity be an object of

cognition, and therefore, if the self be not an object of

cognition, it cannot be manifested by cognition. “ Being

manifested by cognition ” is pervaded by “ being an object

of cognition,” even as
4

simsapa-ness ’ is pervaded by
4

tree-

ness When a thing is declared to be not a tree, it follows

necessarily that it is not a simsapa . Similarly, if the self he

not an object of cognition, it is necessarily not manifested

by cognition. Hence, the self is self-luminous; and it is

non-different from cognition.

As for what the Logician says that cognition itself is

non-self-luminous, he must be asked: does cognition, while

being itself unmanifest, manifest objects ? Or does it manifest

them, while being itself manifest? If cognition were to mani-

fest objects, while being itself unknown, then, in the instant

immediately subsequent to the cognition of pot, there would

be the doubt whether the pot was cognized or not. If A has

seen B, and if he is questioned whether he has seen B or not,

he never doubts about his having seen B. On the- contrary,

he is sure about his cognition of B. This is impossible if

A’s cognition of B is not self-manifest. Hence, knowledge

at the time of manifesting an object manifests itself, since

subsequently there is not seen any doubt as to that cognition.

If it be argued that cognition manifests an object, while being

itself manifested by another cognition, then, since for the

manifestation of that second cognition a third cognition is

needed, there is the contingence of infinite regress. Nor may

it be held that there is some other mental cognition which

has for its content the awareness of the awareness of the
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object. Here, it must be asked whether the cognition whose

content is cognition is generated by the same mind-contact

which generates the cognition of object, or by some other

contact. Not the first, since by a single mind-contact two

cognitions cannot be generated and since simultaneity is not

possible for them. Nor does the second alternative stand to

reason; for, how can the mind-contact occurring at a subse-

quent moment have for its content the cognition of the

object-cognition which has already ceased to exist? Simul-

taneously with the origination of pot-cognition there is

mind-activity; then, there is the cessation of that activity and

consequent destruction of the prior contact; and then there

is the generation of the latter mind-contact followed by

another cognition. Thus the subsequent cognition is separated

from the first very much in time; and hence it cannot

have the original pot-cognition as its object. Even if this

be somehow possible, the empirical usage “ I know the pot
”

as having reference to present time, would be unintelligible.

Hence, it must be admitted that cognition is self-luminous,

that while manifesting objects it reveals itself also.

Nor is there for the inert self, which is of the nature of

existence, the capacity to illumine objects, as for the sense of

sight, etc. Is the luminosity, which is generated by cognition

and which belongs to the object, while being different from

cognition, non-different from the object? Or, is it different

therefrom? It cannot be the nature of the object, since what

is inert and what is luminous cannot be identical, and since

there could be no identity between the momentary luminosity

and what is illumined thereby. Nor is the illumination of

the object something other than the object, which is an attri-

bute of the object, brought about by cognition; for, if that

were so, it would not illumine past and future tilings, whereas

their manifestation is seen. If it be said that the luminosity

which illumines the object is internal, then, it is only cognition
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that is called by another name. And if it be inert, it would

not shine. Nor would the objects be manifested, for the

self itself is not luminous. Thus there is the contingence of the

blindness of the entire world. Hence it must be admitted that

cognition alone, while being self-luminous, manifests objects.

The next objection that is raised is that since a thing

cannot be the object of its own operation, the self or cogni-

tion cannot know itself. The reply is that the self does not

need any operation to manifest itself. Just as light removes

darkness, helps the sense of sight in its operation, and

illumines itself and the object without requiring any other

light, the self manifests itself and the objects without the

need of any intervening activity.

The Vijnana-vadin holds cognitions to be momentary on

the ground that the cognition of blue is different from the

cognition of yellow. But there is an underlying identity of

all cognitions in so far as they are cognitions. Blue may be

different from yellow
;
but the cognition of blue is not funda-

mentally different from the cognition of yellow. If there

were only particular cognitions, then even their differences

would not be perceived. But for a basic consciousness which

strings together all the particular cognitions the differences of

the latter would not be apprehended. Even to say that there

is a series of cognitions there must be a permanent conscious-

ness which persists in and through all the particular

cognitions. Movement is inconceivable without a reference

to a thing which does not move. The concept of momentari-

ness is unintelligible without a reference to a principle which

is immutable and eternal. The self, which is of the nature

of consciousness or intelligence, is self-luminous and eternal.

But for its luminosity, the world will be blind. The sun that

warms us during the day, the moon that cools our eyes and

pleases our hearts, and the stars of the milky way—all these

shine after the light of the self.
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3. Citsukha on Self-luminosity

Citsukhacarya defines self-luminosity as the capability of

being called immediate in empirical usage, while remaining

at the same time a non-object of knowledge. 1 That is self-

luminous, which, while not being an object of cognition, is

fit to be called immediate. “ Now, at the time of release,

there is not in the self the attribute known as fitness for

empirical usage. Hence, if fitness be regarded as an attribute,

the definition which states that it is an attribute would be

non-pervasive. And further, there would be conflict with

the final position of the Advaitin who considers the Absolute

to be attributeless.” If this be said, the reply is: the admis-

sion of the attribute of fitness in the self does not imply its

constant presence in the latter. What it means is that the

self is the non-locus of the absolute non-existence of fitness,

just as substance is the non-locus of the absolute non-

existence of quality. Hence, there is no non-pervasion of

the definition simply because the self is free from attributes

at the time of release. Nor is there conflict with the final

view, since in the state of transmigration assumptive attri-

butes are admitted in the self. Suresvara asks: why should

you be impatient if in the case of the non-dual self sadhakatva

(nature of being the accomplished is assumed? Do you not

see that samsara itself is superimposed by nescience

thereon? 2 The author of the Pancapadika says that there

are in the self such attributes as happiness, experience of

objects, eternality, etc. And at the time of release, though

the intended attributes are not present, since they are present

at some time or other (/.<?., in the state of transmigration),

1 Tattva-pradipika, p. 9.

avedyatve saty aparoksa-vyavahara-yogyatayas
tal-laksanatvdt.

2
Bril. Vart., 1, iv, 1279.
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the self is established to be the non-locus of the absolute

non-existence of attributes. Hence the definition of self-

luminosity as the possession of the attribute of fitness to be

called immediate is not non-pervasive. And in order to

remedy the definition being over-pervasive in respect of pot,

etc., which are capable of being called immediate, it is said

that the self’s self-luminosity consists also in not being an

object of knowledge. Nor is it enough to define self-lumino-

sity as the trait of not being an object of cognition; for, if

that were so, the definition would be over-pervasive in the

case of things which are past and which are yet to be and

in the case of merit, etc., which are ever to be inferred.

“ Now, even in their case there is not the character of not

being objects of cognition, since they are known by Scripture,

tradition, etc.” If this be said, no. What is intended by

vedyatva
, or being an object of knowledge, is being pervaded

by the fruit. The fruit is, according to the Advaitin, the

object-defined-intelligence which is manifested; and manifes-

tation is a particular transformation of the mind through

the channel of the senses in the proximity of an object.

Hence, vedyatva here means being an object of perceptual

cognition. This is not present even in the case of merit,

etc., which are to be inferred. Nor are merit, etc., immediate

through being apprehended by yogic perception; for they are

to be known only through the pramana of Vedic injunctions.

With this much there is not the destruction of omniscience

for the yogins. What is meant by omniscience is only the

knowledge of those tilings which are capable of being known.

Merit, etc., are not capable of being known; and hence, in

order to exclude them, there is in the definition the qualifi-

cation, “ while being capable of the empirical usage of being

immediate ”.

“ Now, in the case of ignorance, internal organ and its

attributes, desire, etc., and in the case of nacre-silver, etc..
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the over-pervasion of the definition remains in the same con-

dition. They too are not objects of cognition, since they

are not pervaded by the fruit. At the same time they are

capable of the empirical usage of being immediate in the form
* I am ignorant,’ etc.” If this be said, true. But although

they are not objects of cognition, they are not capable

of the empirical usage of being immediate; for they are

established only as superimpositions. “ Even then, since

there is seen the empirical usage of their being immediate,

fitness therefor must be assumed.” If this be said, not so.

A piece of nacre is not entitled to be called silver. But still

there is observed the empirical usage of silver in respect

thereof.

“ Now, even thus, the qualification of not being an

object of cognition is of no use; for, in your view, even pot,

etc., are not fit to be called immediate as they are super-

impositions.” If thus it be objected, not so. At the stage

of empirical usage, for them, which are objects of the

pramana of perception, the capacity for being called imme-

diate is admitted. Then it may be thought that it is sufficient

to define self-luminosity as the character of being immediate,

while not being an object of cognition. True; but since the

word ‘ immediate ’ is used even in respect of objects of

immediate cognition, in order to avoid confusion with them,

self-luminosity is defined as the capacity to be called imme-

diate, while not being an object of cognition. The objects of

sense appear to be immediate; but, in truth, they are not

fit to be called immediate, since they are superimpositions.

It is the self alone that is really capable of being called

immediate while not being an object of cognition.

The evidence for self-luminosity is this: experience is

self-luminous, because it is experience. What is not experi-

ence is not self-luminous, e.g., a pot. If experience were not

self-luminous, there should be some other experience to
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illumine it, and this will lead to infinite regress. And further,

if experience were itself not manifest at the time of mani-

festing the object, then at the immediately subsequent

moment the person who experienced the object would either

doubt or deny his own experience. But no one doubts or

denies in this manner. When he is questioned whether the

object was seen by him or not, he replies without a shadow

of doubt, “ This, surely, I have seen.” Hence, experience,

while being itself manifest alone, generates empirical usage

in respect of objects. It may be said that even if experience

were dependent for its own manifestation on something else,

there would be no room for either doubt or denial. But

the defect of infinite regress would still remain unremedied.

The Logician says that an experience is manifested by a sub-

sequent experience which has that (former) for content. Now,

is the reflective experience generated by the same mind-

contact which is the generator of the experience ofthe object,

say, pot, or is it generated by another mind-contact? Even

on the first alternative, does that mind-contact generate the

two cognitions at the same time, or in sequence? Not the

first, since simultaneity of origination is not possible for

what generates and what is generated. The original cogni-

tion and the reflective cognition are indeed in the relation

of generator and generated, since the former is the object-

causal-correlate of the latter. Nor is it possible for the same

mind-contact to generate the two cognitions in sequence;

for difference in cognitions is admitted only on the basis of

difference in non-inherent causes. Mind-contact is the

non-inherent cause of cognition. Hence the same mind-

contact cannot generate two different cognitions. Nor is

the second alternative, that the reflective experience is

generated by another mind-contact, intelligible. The reason

which Citsukha gives for rejecting this alternative is the same

as that afforded by Anandabhoda. When a person perceives
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a pot, there is generated in him a knowledge of pot and at

that time there is the conjunction of his mind with the pot.

Subsequently the mind gets separated from pot, and there is

the consequent destruction of the first contact. Thence there

is the origination of the later contact and of another cogni-

tion. Now, how can the second cognition which comes into

being many moments later apprehend the first cognition

which has ceased to exist? Immediate cognition is possible

only of present things and not of objects which are past.

It may be said that there is no rule that cognition manifests

objects, only while being itself manifest; and the example

of the sense of sight, which apprehends objects without itself

being apprehended, may be cited. But this is not sound.

If experience or cognition were to manifest objects without

being itself manifest, then there would be for it, as for the

sense of sight, etc., the capacity to manifest objects and not

luminosity. But luminosity is established for experience;

and so, there is no parity with the sense of sight, etc. And
further, if luminosity be not inherent in cognition, no cogni-

tion would be able to illumine an object. The inert, even

because of their inertness, cannot manifest either themselves

or one another. Thus, the result of denying self-luminosity

to experience is the contingence of the world being blind

or unconscious.

If it be said, that since experience is cognized by such

perception as “ I am endowed with the knowledge of pot,”
“ The pot is known,” etc., it is not a non-object of know-

ledge; no. That empirical usage is intelligible in respect of

the self-luminous experience even without its being an object

of knowledge. And further, in “ The pot is known,” it is

the pot that is cognized through the reflective cognition, and

not knowledge, since the attribute of being known is a quali-

fication of the pot. If the prior cognition be made the object

of the subsequent cognition, then, the self would be capable
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of knowing itself (as an object of knowledge)—a view which

is consistent not with the Vedanta but with the Saugata

doctrine. Experience, no doubt, is pervaded by the psychosis

of the internal organ generated by pramana
;
and hence, in

a sense it may be called the object of such a psychosis. But

with this much there is no conflict with its self-luminosity;

for it is not-an object, like pot, etc., either as the locus of the

manifestation generated by pramana or as the object of such

manifestation. Experience, though an object of psychosis, is

not non-luminous. On the contrary, it is self-luminous, since

it is not manifested by any extraneous light .
1 Psychosis is

of use only in so far as it manifests the light which is inherent

in experience. Hence, there is not the contingence of experi-

ence being an object of knowledge. Just because a thing is

known by a pramana, it does not necessarily follow that that

thing is non-self-luminous. Though the knowledge of an-

other person is the object of inference having as its probans

the activity, etc., of the person, it may intelligibly be self-

luminous, since it is not in need of any other knowledge for

generating in its own locus the empirical usage of itself being

immediate. Hence, self-luminosity does not consist in not

being known by a pramana
;
but it consists in not being

dependent on any other light for generating the empirical

usage of immediacy in respect of itself. It is in this sense

that the self or experience is self-luminous.

That experience or intelligence is the self, Citsukha next

proceeds to establish. The self is self-luminous, because it

is of the nature of intelligence, it is not an object of know-

ledge and there is the declaration of Scripture that it is its

own light .

2 The self is of the nature of intelligence, since

1 prakasa-prakasyatva-bhavat, p. 9.

See Tattvapradipika, p. 19, Pratyag-bhagavan’s Nayanaprasadini.

2 Tattvapradipika, p. 21.

cid-rupatvad akarmatvat svayam-jyotir iti sruteh

atmanah sva-prakasatvam ko nivarayiturn ksamah.

10
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it is immediate without being an object of intelligence. If

the self were not of the nature of intelligence, there would

be either doubt or denial in respect of itself. But self-existence,

cannot be doubted
;
nor can it be denied. And self-certainty

would not be possible, if the self were not self-luminous

.

There is no relation between the self and cognition; for

relation implies difference between the relata, and there is

no difference between the self and cognition. That the self

is self-luminous follows also from the fact that it is not an

object of cognition. If it were an object, we have seen, there

would be the conflict of agency and objectness in the same

locus. What is other than intelligence is immediate only by

being an object of knowledge; and so, it is non-self-luminous.

But intelligence is immediate without being an object of

knowledge; hence it is self-luminous. There is also the

testimony of Scripture for the self-luminosity of the self.

Scripture declares: “ Here, this self is self-luminous.” 1 The
self is referred to as ‘ jyotis ’ or ‘ light ’ because it illumines

the universe illusorily superimposed by ignorance, and it also-

removes the darkness of ignorance.

4. Vimuktatman on the Relation between Self and Objects

Vimuktatman begins his Ista-siddhi with an invocation

to the beginningless, uncognizable experience which is infinite

and of the nature of bliss and which is the canvas whereon

the illusory world-picture has been sketched. 2 Experience

is self-established and self-revelatory, since if it be revealed

by another, there would not be for it, as for pot, etc., the

nature of being experience. And for what is self-established

1 Brh., IV, iii, 9 and 14.

2 Ista-sicMhi, p. 1.

yd ’nubhutir ajd-meyd-nantd-tmananda-vigraha
,

mahad-ddi-jagan-mayd-citra-bhittim namami tarn.
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there can be no antecedent non-existence, etc., and hence

experience is unborn, beginningless. It is also uncognizable

and infinite. The atoms are ordinarily regarded as begin-

ningless and as having no magnitude. But this is unsound.

There is no beginninglessness for atoms, as for pot, etc.,

since they also, like the latter, are endowed with colour, etc.

Nor are they partless, since if they had no parts, conjunction

of atoms would be impossible. Hence, beginninglessness

and partlessness can be predicated only of the self which is

of the nature of pure experience.

The objects of knowledge are held to be different from

intelligence in that while the former are cognized as “ this,”

the latter is manifest as “ not this The objects of know-

ledge are neither of the nature of intelligence, nor are they

its attributes. If there were no difference between the objects

and intelligence, then, there would be no difference even

among the objects. But difference among objects is clearly

manifest. Hence, the opponent of Advaita maintains that

difference between intelligence and what are illumined thereby

cannot be denied.

The Advaitin, while admitting that there is empirical

usage of difference, replies that there is no logical ground

on which such usage may be based. Difference between the

seer (drk) and the seen (drsya) is not possible, since the seer

is not seen. Difference either of what is not seen from what

is seen or of what is seen from what is not seen cannot be

cognized, for, cognition of difference requires cognition of

the substrate and the counter-correlate. Therefore, it is

only as between what are seen that cognition of difference

is possible, not between what is seen and what is not seen,

nor between the unseen.

Vimuktatman next proceeds to show how the very con-

cept of difference is unintelligible. What is called difference,

is it the nature of the differents, or is it their attribute?
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If it be their nature, then, the cognition of difference would

not he in need of the counter-correlate. The cognition of

the nature of a thing, verily, is not dependent on the counter-

correlate. But the cognition of difference cannot arise

without the counter-correlate. Hence, difference is not the

nature of the differents. Nor is it their attribute. If it be

non-different from the differents, there results the afore-

mentioned defect. If it be different from them, then it must

be cognized by another knowledge of difference as between

the first difference and the differents, and then for the cogni-

tion of the second difference there must be a third and so on

ad infinitum. Thus there would be a vicious infinite. The
same reasoning applies to reciprocal non-existence also.

Such being the case, difference between the seer and the seen

is not possible to be cognized, nor their reciprocal non-

existence. In order that the difference between the seer and

the seen may be cognized, there must be another cognition;

but in that case the seership of the seer would be destroyed.

And further, the seer is self-cognized; and if there be another

cognition which cognizes it, self-luminosity would have to be

denied for it. The seer, however, is self-luminous. It is

ever-present and shines without depending on any other

light. If difference and non-existence be objects of cogni-

tion, they cannot be the attributes of the seer. If they be

not objects of cognition, they are not even established.

Hence, difference and non-existence are not the attributes of

the seer. Nor are they its nature; for if they were so, there

is the contingence of their not depending on the cognition of

the correlate and the counter-correlate. Since difference

and non-existence are neither the nature nor the attributes

of the seer, it follows that they cannot be either the nature

or the attributes of the seen as well.

The seer cannot be the counter-correlate of difference

and of non-existence, since if it were the counter-correlate.
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there would be no seership for it, as for pot, etc. If difference

and non-existence have the seer for counter-correlate, what is

the evidence therefor? Neither the senses nor the mind can

be the evidence, since the seer is not cognized by them.

Knowledge of non-existence is defined as the non-cogni-

tion of what is capable of being cognized. But there is no

cognition other than the seer. Hence there cannot be know-
ledge of the non-existence of the seer. Assuming that there

is the non-existence of the seer, how could that be cognized,

since the seer is of the nature of cognition ? The non-existence

of an object of cognition whose existence is doubted is known
through non-cognition. But the seer is not an object of

cognition, and its existence is never doubted even because of

its self-luminosity. Hence there can be no non-existence of

the seer; much less can it be cognized. Since difference is

unintelligible without reciprocal non-existence and since

non-existence cannot be proved, there is no cognizable differ-

ence between the seer and the seen.

From the foregoing arguments it is possible to conclude

that the seer and the seen are non-different. But if the seer

were non-different from the seen, there would result for it

all the limitations of the latter, and the seer would cease to

be the infinite self-luminous intelligence. The demonstration

of the unintelligibility of the difference between the seer and

the seen is not the same as the assertion of non-difference

between them. There is not even a trace of non-difference

between the seer and the seen. The Advaitin does not say

that they are non-different. Nor does he deny difference

between them which is well established in the world. What
he wants to show is that there is no evidence for difference.

Non-difference between the seer and the seen is not manifest;

nor is it intelligible in the light of reason. As between what

are opposed to each other like light and darkness no non-

difference is possible. If the seen were non-different from
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the seer, it would be the seer and not the seen. If the seer

were non-different from the seen, it would be the seen and

not the seer. If the seen were cognized as of the nature of

the seer, then it would be cognized by the knowledge which

has the seer for its sphere, there would be for it seership and

it would not be an inert light. If the seer were cognized as

of the nature of the seen, then, it would be cognized by the

knowledge which has the seen for its sphere, there would be

the seen nature for it and there would be no knowledge of

the seer. Hence, as between the seer and the seen, there is

neither difference nor non-difference.

The Vijnana-vadin thinks that the seer and the seen are

non-different, since they are invariably apprehended together.

Without the seer, the seen, verily, is not manifest; nor is the

seer manifest without the seen. Hence, because of simul-

taneous manifestation, the seer and the seen are identical,

says the subjectivist. But his view is not sound. If there

were non-difference, simultaneous manifestation would not

be possible. Togetherness is possible only for two or more
objects. We do not say that the seer is manifest along with

the seer; nor do we maintain that the seen is manifest along

with the seen. But what the Vijnana-vadin himself expressly

states is that the seer and the seen appear together. Hence
their difference must also be manifest. Otherwise it is not

possible to say that they are cognized together. Nor is non-
difference the sense of the cognition of difference, since there

is the contingence of the non-existence of difference every-

where. Hence, because of the contingence of the loss of all

empirical usage, there is no non-difference between the seer

and the seen. Further, the alleged rule that the seer and the

seen are apprehended together is not true. The seer is not
an object of apprehension. It cannot even be said that the

seer and the seen are manifest together alone; for while it

is intelligible that the seer is ever manifest, since it is eternal
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and self-luminous, the seen is not so manifest, since it is non-

etemal and non-self-luminous. Hence, how can it be said

that both of them are manifest together alone? Although the

seen is not manifest without the seer, the seer is manifest

even without the seen. Therefore, there is not the rule that

both of them always appear together.

When a particular object is made manifest by conscious-

ness, the other objects are not illumined. But there is never

a time when consciousness is not manifest. Intelligence is

not always qualified by a particular objective content; for,

if it were so, then, even that object would be self-luminous

and it would be constantly manifest. Moreover, since con-

sciousness is self-luminous, it cannot be the object of cogni-

tion. If it were a cognized object, then there would be for

it, as for pot, non-self-luminosity, and inertness. Nor are

pot, etc., of the nature of cognition; for there is no evidence

which can prove them to be so. If they were cognitions,

then, they would not be objects. Indeed, a cognition of

pot is not manifest at the same time as an object either of

the pot or of something else. Nor is it manifest as an object

of itself; for a thing cannot be at the same time both an object

and a subject. If a particular cognition be the object of

another cognition, then, that cognition would be manifest

as an object alone, and not as a subject. But it shines as

the subject, whereas pot, etc., are ever manifest as objects.

Hence, because of the disparity between consciousness and

objects, they are not identical.

It has been shown that there is no evidence either for

difference or for non-difference between the seer and the

seen. There is yet another alternative, viz., that there may
be the relation of difference cum non-difference between the

seer and the seen. Vimuktatman tries to point out that

oven this alternative is impossible. The upholder of the

view of difference cum non-difference says that, though the
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seer and the seen are not identical in their own nature, yet

there is non-difference between them in their nature as

Brahman. But this view cannot rationally be maintained.

If the seer and the seen be non-different from the single

Brahman, then even between themselves there cannot be

difference. If it be said that their identity with Brahman is

in another form than the one in which they differ from each

other, then also, is that form different from their form as the

seer and the seen? Or is it non-different therefrom? If it be-

different from their form as the seer and the seen, then, there

would be no non-difference between them, since their forms-

are different. If the form in which they are non-different

be identical with their own forms, then, they must either be

different in their form as Brahman, or there must be

non-difference between them even in their own nature. And
further, we do not find a double nature either for the seer

or for the seen. There is no seen-form for the seer; nor is

there for the seen the seer-form. And since a double nature

is not possible, there is no difference cum non-difference.

Therefore, if Brahman be single, then, it must be either the-

seer or the seen; it cannot be both. Hence, the statement

that the seer and the seen are non-different in their nature-

as Brahman is illegitimate.

It may be thought that there is no conflict with what is.

seen if a thing is said to have many forms. But, how is this-

intelligible ? Are the forms observed to be non-different from

the thing? Or are they different, or different and non-different

therefrom? If they be non-different from the thing, then,

since the thing is one, the forms cannot be many. If it be

said that many forms alone are seen and that the thing is-

observed to be non-different from them, even then, the thing,

which is seen to be identical with one form cannot be

observed to be identical with the other forms. Otherwise,,

since even that form is seen to be identical with the other



REALITY AS INTELLIGENCE 153

forms, there is the contingence of all the forms being seen

as identical. If, then, the forms be different from the thing,

how can there be the relation of form and content between

what are absolutely different? If the forms be both different

and non-different from the thing, then, for each form two

forms must be admitted, and thus there would be infinite

regress. The crux of the entire argument is that two con-

tradictory attributes like difference and non-difference cannot

belong to anything at one and the same time. Since the

seer and the seen, each of them, cannot possess more than

one form, it is absurd to say that in their nature as Brahman
they are non-different and that in their own nature they

are different.

If the seer and the seen were not of the form of Brah-

man, then Brahman would be different from them. And if

different, there would result for them defects like origination,

destruction, non-Brahman-hood, etc., as for pot, etc. If, to

remedy these defects, it be said that the seer and the seen

are non-different from Brahman, even then, both of them

cannot be non-different therefrom. The seen cannot be

identical with Brahman, because it is inert and perishable.

As for the non-difference of the seer from Brahman, that is

acceptable; and there is no defect whatever in this. Hence,

it follows that there is not even a trace of identity between

the seer and the seen. The seer is the self and is non-different

from Brahman. The seen which is a product of maya is

indeterminable.

5. Summary of Results

The doctrine of the self-luminosity or the intelligence-

nature of Reality is one of the foundational tenets on which

the entire edifice of Advaita is built. Hence, not being con-

tent with setting forth how Bharatitlrtha establishes the
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intelligence-nature of Reality, we have given above the

relevant arguments advanced by some of the other great

preceptors of Advaita. The Advaitin has to meet opponents

generally drawn from the ranks of four different schools.

As against the Prabhakara who maintains that the self is

manifested by cognition as the locus thereof, he says that

there is no difference between the self and cognition. As
against the Logician who holds that one cognition is revealed

by another cognition, he says that cognition cannot be an

object of cognition. As against the Bhatta according to

whom the self is a composite of inertness and intelligence,

he says that the self which is homogeneous and partless

cannot be the substrate of contradictory attributes. And as

against the Vijnana-vadin who identifies objects with cogni-

tion and splits reality into a cognitional series, he shows how
the seer and the seen cannot be identical and how a series

of cognitions cannot even be known but for the existence of

an eternal, unchanging consciousness. This consciousness is

Brahman. The self is intelligence. Scripture declares,

“ Brahman is prajnana



CHAPTER FIVE

REALITY AS BLISS

44 Brahman is intelligence-bliss.” Reality is not only the

pure intelligence which is the witness-consciousness of this

world-drama. It is also unexcellable bliss. We delude our-

selves by thinking that happiness rests in external objects, in

the world without. But the real seat and centre of happiness

Is the self. “ This which is of the nature of the impartite

essence is the supreme bliss; of that all other beings enjoy

but a fraction.” 1 The bliss of Brahman, as contrasted with

material happiness, is unsurpassable. In the Ananda-valli of

the Taittinya Upanisad the calculus of happiness is made to

culminate in Brahman-Bliss which is declared to be un-

excellable.

1. ‘Happiness and its Manifestation

The intelligence-nature of Reality is ordinarily manifest,

whereas its bliss-nature is generally obscured.
4 Knowledge ’

refers to the general nature of Reality; its particularization

is bliss; that alone is Brahman. 2

The happiness that we find in objects of sense is a reflec-

tion of Brahman-bliss; and it is revealed by psychoses of the

internal organ. Psychoses are of three kinds, the pure, the

virile and the dull answering to the three gunas : sattva, rajas

1 PA XV, 2.

2 VPS, p. 217.
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and tamas. The pure psychoses are characterized by such

elevating and ennobling qualities as renunciation, restraint,

generosity, etc., the virile psychoses are marked by violent

passions like thirst, intense attachment, aversion, anger, etc.

;

and the dull psychoses have the attributes of delusion, fear,

etc. In all these psychoses there is a reflection of the

intelligence-nature of Brahman; but the bliss-nature is re-

flected only in the pure psychoses .

1 Just as the reflection of

the moon is dim in impure and muddy water, and bright

and clear in pure and undisturbed water, even so, the reflec-

tion of the self is entire in pure psychoses while it is dull and
disturbed in impure psychoses. This is the reason why the

virile and dull psychoses reflect the intelligence-nature of

the self, while the pure psychoses reflect the happiness nature

also. Reality is unobscured as intelligence, but as bliss it is

obscured. In the virile and dull psychoses the happiness-

nature is obscured by impurity; and since there is a little

purity in them the intelligence-nature is revealed. Water
receives from fire the latter’s heat and not its luminosity.

Similarly, while the pure psychoses reflect the intelligence-

and happiness-aspects of Reality, the psychoses which are

impure reflect the intelligence-nature alone .

2

Just as the lamp, which is of the nature of both light and
heat, spreads only light and not heat, even so the self, which
is of the nature of both happiness and intelligence, reveals

only its intelligence-nature in all the psychoses. Nor may it

be asked why, if intelligence and happiness be non-different,

both of them are not manifest in one and the same psychosis;

for there is no invariable rule that where intelligence is

revealed, happiness should also be revealed. In a flower,

though fragrance, colour, etc., reside, a single sense-organ is

able to apprehend only a single quality and not the rest.

1 PD, XV, 3-5.

2 PD, XV, 8-11.
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Similarly, it is intelligible that in a psychosis wherein the

intelligence-nature is revealed, the bliss-aspect need not

necessarily be manifested. It cannot be said that in the

example of the flower, fragrance is different from colour,

whereas in the case of what is illustrated, viz., the self, there

is no difference between intelligence and bliss; for, although

in reality there is no difference between intelligence and bliss,

there is admitted apparent and adventitious difference. Even

in the flower we do not recognize any inherent difference

between its fragrance and colour. They appear to be different

only because they are apprehended through different sense-

organs. In the same way, happiness and intelligence which

constitute the essential nature of the self appear to be different

because they are manifest in different psychoses. In that

psychosis of the intellect which is of the nature of the trans-

formation of the ^a^vu-constituent brought about by

meritorious deeds there is revealed the identity of intelligence

and happiness, because that psychosis is flawless and pure.

And in the psychosis of the nature of the ro/Tw-constituent

because of its impurity, there is manifest only the intelligence-

aspect, the bliss-nature being veiled. This is analogous to

the sourness of the tamarind being concealed when it is

seasoned with salt .
1

Even among the pure psychoses there are different

grades in the matter of manifesting happiness. Advaita-

vidyacarya gives the analogy of the reflection in mirrors of

different degrees of purity. In truth, there are no grades

in happiness per se. Superiority and inferiority in happiness

are superimposed because of the purity or impurity of the

reflecting intellect .

2 The purer a psychosis, the intenser

is the manifestation of happiness. When the rajas and

tamas overbalance the sattva
,
then, the happiness-nature is

1 PD, XII, 73-79.

2 SLS, Vol. II, p. 48.
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obscured totally and there is the cognition of misery

and pain.

Desire for external objects brings misery along with it.

There is the anxiety whether the desired object will be

obtained or not. If it is not obtained, misery increases, and

there arises aversion to those things that stand in the way.

If the obstructions be difficult to be removed, then, there is

misery again; thus in those activities of the mind which are

prompted by rajas and tamas there is not even a suspicion

of happiness. When what is longed for is achieved, there is

the feeling of pleasure and satisfaction. When it is enjoyed,

there is still greater happiness. But the greatest happiness,

however, is not in the objects of sense. They appear to be

the sources of pleasure. But they manifest only a fraction

of Brahman-bliss. Of the three-fold nature of Brahman,

the inert things reveal only existence, intelligence and happi-

ness being obscured; the impure psychoses manifest, besides

existence, intelligence also; and the pure psychoses reflect

all the three, existence, intelligence and bliss.
1

2. The Self as the Seat of Love

Sage Yajnavalkya taught Maitreyi that the self alone

is the seat of supreme love. The love that one bears to other

objects is not really for their sake; but it is for the sake of

the one who loves. 2 “ This self is dearer than the son, dearer

than wealth, dearer than everything else, and is innermost.” 3

The love for other objects is secondary, since they contribute

to the pleasure of the self; and the love for the self alone is

primary. 4 Husband, wife, progeny, wealth, cattle, caste,

1 PD, XV, 12-21.

2 PA XII, 5.

3 Brh ., I, iv, 8.

4 Commentary on Brh., II, iv, 5.
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the worlds, gods, the Vedas, elements and all the rest have

no intrinsic value in themselves. They are dear for the sake

of the self.
1 “ Not for the sake of the husband is the

husband dear, but for the sake of the self is the husband

dear.” 2 A woman loves her husband only when she likes

him, and that too for her own pleasure .
3 If the husband

were the object of her absolute love, she ought not at any

time and under any circumstances be displeased with him.

But this is not in the scope of what is generally observed .
4

“ Nor for the sake of the wife is the wife dear, but for the

sake of the self is the wife dear.” Even when husband and

wife are attracted towards each other at the same time, each

loves the other for his or her own sake .

5 Similar is the case

with the love that one bears towards one’s children. “ Not

for the sake of the sons are the sons dear, but for the sake

of the self are the sons dear.” Sometimes a child may cry

when fondled by its parent; but the parent derives pleasure

and does not weep with the child. It is clearly evident from

this that he loves the child for his own pleasure and not for

the sake of the child .
6 If this be the case with beings which

are endowed with intelligence, need it then be said that inert

things like wealth, caste, and the worlds and the inferior

1 pd, XII, 6.

2 Brh., 1, iv, 5 and IV, v, 6.

3 This is how Bharatitirtha interprets the Brhaddranyaka passages in

question. But it would be more in keeping with the spirit of the

Upanisadic teaching if the love be said to be not for the sake of the

empirical self that loves but for the sake of the supreme Self that is the

substrate not only of the lover but also of the loved. It is, perhaps, for

the sake of easy understanding even by the dull-witted, as Bharatitirtha

says, that he interprets the Brhaddranyaka texts in the way he does. It is

to be feared, however, that this line of interpretation has found much
favour with the adherents of that type of Advaita which upholds solipsism

and abstractionism. To this extent, the doctrine presented here is

degenerate.

4 PD, XII, 7.

s PD, XII, 9.

6 PD, XII, 10.
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animals like cattle, etc., are loved not for their own sake

but for the sake of the self? “ Not for the sake of wealth is

wealth dear, but for the sake of the self is wealth dear. Not

for the sake of brahminhood is brahminhood dear, but for

the sake of the self is brahminhood dear. Not for the sake

of ksatriyahood is ksatriyahood dear, but for the sake of

the self is it dear. It is not for the sake of the worlds that

they are dear, but for the sake of the self that they are dear.”

The gods like Visnu are worshipped not without any ulterior

motive. The devotee worships them for the removal of his

sins, and not for the sake of the gods themselves who are

devoid of sin. “ Not for the sake of the gods are the gods

dear, but for the sake of the self are the gods dear.” The

brahmins study the Vedas in order to preserve their brahmin-

hood. The members of the three higher castes take to Vedic

study so that they may not become vratyas (outcastes).

Hence even the study of the Veda is not intrinsic. “ Not
for the sake of the Vedas are the Vedas dear, but for the

sake of the self are the Vedas dear.” In short, everything

subserves the purposes of the self. The self is the centre

and the seat of love .
1

“ Now, what is this love which is said to be for the sake

of one’s own self? Is it attachment {raga), faith {sraddha),

devotion (bhakti), or desire (iccha) ? There is attachment to

objects like women, etc.; there is faith in such rites and

rituals as the sacrifice, etc. ; there is devotion to the preceptor,

the deity, etc.; and there is desire for things which we long

to have. But all these four forms of love are not found for

one and the same object. Hence, love as such cannot have

everything for its object. If love be regarded as devotion,

then, as there is no devotion {bhakti) to one’s wife, it would
result that there is no love for her. Thus it is with love

taken in any of its forms.” If this be said, the reply is that
1 PD, XH, 11-20.
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this is true only when the nature of love is understood in

the above manner. But, in all the varied manifestations of

love, there is a constant character which does not change.

That psychosis of the internal organ we call love has for its

object pure pleasure or happiness .
1

The self is the seat of love, not because of the non-

existence of misery therein, for love is of the nature of an

existent. Nor is the self supremely lovable because of being

the locus of the non-existence of misery, for even at the time

of misery there is seen love for the self. Nor is the self the

centre of love because of being instrumental to the non-

existence of misery, for if it were merely a means, then, there

would not be for it unconditioned love. For the same reason

the self is not a means to happiness .
2

It may be said that

since love is seen for food, etc., which are instruments of

happiness, there may be love for the self, not because it is

an end in itself, but because it is a means to happiness; and

it may be inferred that the self is competent to be a means

to happiness, because it is dear, like food, etc. But this

reasoning is unsound. Food, etc., possess the characteristic

of being enjoyed (bhogyatva); but the self is not what is

enjoyed. It is the enjoyer, the subject of all experience.

And to say that the self is its own object is a contradiction,

for one and the same tiling cannot be at the same time both

the helper and the helped, the subject and the object .

3

The love for material happiness is not sublime. The

objects of sense excite in us inconstant love. But the self is

the most lovable, the locus of supreme happiness. The

pleasure that accrues from objects of sense is not constant,

whereas the happiness that is centred in the self is ever

present without any inconstancy. When a person gets disgusted

1 PD, XII, 21 and 22.

2 Tattva-pradipika, p. 359.

3 PD, XII, 23 and 24.

11
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with a particular object which for some time has pleased him,

he puts it by and takes to another object in the hope

of finding happiness there. Thus the pleasure which the

objects yield is not constant. That the self is the seat of

supreme love is shown by the fact that never does a person

get a desire to destroy himself. The self can neither be

abandoned nor be accepted, neither be renounced nor be

received. Nor is the self an object of indifference; for, even

of indifference, since the self is the subject, it cannot be the

object thereof.

1
It may be said that since, when a man gets

disgusted with himself owing to excessive attachment or

aversion, he desires to put an end to his life, what was said

before that nobody desires to destroy himself is wrong. But

this does not stand to reason; for what the man who is tired

of his life wants to do is to destroy his body; and the body,

verily, is not the self. It is the body that is sought to be

destroyed and not the self.
2

We have seen above the evidence of Scripture for the

fact that the self is the locus of absolute and unconditioned

love. It is possible to arrive at the same conclusion through

reasoning. In the world it is observed that the parent,

Visnudatta, loves his son, Devadatta, more than his son’s

friend, Yajnadatta. His son is dearer to him than his son’s

friend who is remote in relation. Similarly, since the self is

dearer than all other things, it is the locus of supreme love.

Further, the experience of the desire “ Let me not go out of

existence; let me live for ever ” proves that the love for the

self is direct, immediate and unconditioned. Thus it is esta-

blished from scriptural statement, reasoning and experience

that the self is the home of happiness and the locus of

love .
3

1 PD, XII, 25-27.

2 PD, XII, 28 and 29; see Tattva-pradipika
, p. 358.

3 PA XII, 30 and 31.
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3. The Three Notions of Self-hood

There is a view which holds the self to be secondary to

son, wife, etc.
;
and it cites in its favour such scriptural texts

as: “ Thou art thyself under the name of the son,” etc. 1 That
the son, etc., are primary is alleged to be evident from the

declarations of the Aitareya Upanisad. The birth of a son is

considered to be supremely valuable to a father; and it is

said that “ there is no world for him who has no son.” The
Brhaddranyaka Upanisad states the same idea in the positive

way in the passage: “ They speak of an educated son as being

conducive to (the attainment of) the (other) world.” 2 Not
only is the attainment of the other world made possible

through the son; even this world is to be won through him.
“ This world of men is to be won through a son alone, and

by no other rite.” 3 In describing the sampratti-karma (the

•entrusting rite),
4 the Upanisad states how the worlds are to

be won by a parent through his son. Even the derivation

of the word ‘ putra ’ points out that, should anything, any

duty, be left undone by the father, through any slip or slight

omission in the middle, the son exonerates him from all that

unfulfilled duty of his standing as an obstacle to his attain-

ment of the world, by fulfilling it himself. Because he saves his

father by fulfilling his duties, he is called a son. The father

although dead, is immortal and lives in this world through

such a son. Thus it is that he wins this world of men through

his son.5 From all this it is argued that Scripture is evidence

for the fact that the self is subsidiary to son, wife, etc.6

1 Kauritakl Up., II, 11,

2 Brh., I, v, 17.

3 Brh., I, v, 16.

4 The rite is so called because a father, when he is about to die, is to

«entrust his own duties to his son in the prescribed manner.

6 See Sankara's Commentary

,

Mem. Ed., Vol. 8, pp. 194 and 195.

6 PD, XII, 32-37.
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Those who uphold this view do not rest content with

quoting Scripture in their favour. They show how even

empirical usage testifies to the correctness of their position.

The son is regarded as the principal member of his family..

Through sweat and toil the father hoards money for the sake

of his son. Hence the son, "etc., are more important and

primary than the self.

1

The arguments set forth above do not prove that the

self is subsidiary to other things. The self can be character-

ized in three ways as the secondary self, the illusory self and

the principal self. The self-hood of son is secondary, since

difference is seen of son, etc., from the self. There is differ-

ence between the psycho-physical organism which consists of

five sheaths and the witness-self; but still that difference is-

not manifest. The mind-body combination is mistaken to

be the self. Hence there is for it illusory self-hood. There

is neither the existence nor the manifestation of difference

between the witness-self and anything else, since there is

nothing apart from the self to be the counter-correlate thereof.

And because the immutable witness is the self, of all, it is

called the principal self. Thus there are three notions of

self-hood, secondary, illusory and principal; and according,

to the difference in empirical usage, the conception of self-

hood also varies. In an empirical usage concerning any one

of the three, that one assumes primacy and the other two

take on a subsidiary significance. For example, in the act.

of protecting the family of a dying person what is useful is

the secondary self in the form of son, etc. In the empirical

usage, “ I am lean, I am fair,” etc., it is the body-self

(i.e., the illusory self) that is meant. What is adequate as

the subject of such assertions as “ Through austerities I shall

attain heaven ” is the agent-self, and not the body-self; for

the man who desires heaven performs sacrifices even at the
1 PD, XII, 38.
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risk of neglecting the care of his body. Of the usage
“ I shall be liberated from the bonds of transmigration ” the

subject is the intelligence-self. Thus it is patent that the

•concept of self-hood differs according to the difference in

the mode of empirical usage. It is analogous to the distinc-

tions made in respect of eligibility to particular rites. The

performance of sacrifices like the Brhaspati-sava is prescribed

for the brahmin and not for the members of the other castes;

kings are asked to perform the Rdjasuya sacrifice; and for

the merchant-class the Vaisyastoma is enjoined. In the same

way it is to be understood that each empirical usage has for

its content a particular notion of self-hood as the primary

•one to which the rest are subsidiary. Whatever notion of

self-hood is primary in a particular usage, that exacts supreme

love; and there is love of a lower degree for such of those

things of the class of not-self which subserve the purpose of

the self. For what is neither the self nor a subsidiary thereto,

there is not even a fraction of love. Thus it is seen that the

;self, whatever may be the conception thereof, is the centre

and seat of love. If there be love for any other object,

it is for the sake of the self to which that is a sub-

sidiary.
1

What is neither the self nor a subsidiary thereto is the

object either of disregard or of disdain. For things like a

blade of grass on the wayside we have no regard, while we

look with horror on such harmful beings like the beasts of

the wild. The self, we have said, is the seat of supreme love,

while what is helpful thereto is the object of moderate love.

There is no rule, however, by which we can characterize

•certain things to be helpful all the time and certain other

things to be harmful. The tiger, for example, is hated when

it pounces upon us; when it is indifferent to us we take no

notice of it; and when it. is in a playful mood with us, we
X PD, XII, 39-50.
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love it. And so we cannot give as a fixed rule which things-

are lovable, which are hateful and which we can disregard.

But we can formulate general definitions. Those things are

lovable which are helpful to us; those are hated which are

hurtful to us; and those are objects of indifference which

are neither helpful nor hurtful. But the case with the self'

is unalterable. . It is always the locus of supreme love. This

is what Yajnavalkya had in view when he said that for the:

sake of the self everything is dear.

That the self is the most lovable of all is declared by the

scriptural text,
44
This self is dearer than the son, dearer than

wealth, dearer than everything else, and innermost.” 1 While

commenting on this passage Visvarupacarya (Suresvara)

observes,
44
Dearer than wealth is the son; dearer than the

son is the body; dearer than the body are the organs;

dearer than the organs is the vital air; much dearer than

the vital air is the self.”
2 The nearer a thing is to the

self the dearer it is than the rest. The intensity of love

that an object merits is dependent on its proximity to

the self.

Those who do not realize this fundamental fact and

consider things other than the self to be dearer than the self

meet with disappointment and final disillusionment. They
find themselves in

4

a vale of tears ’ and what they regard

as dear turns out to be the cause of their misery. That things-

other than the self are sources of misery becomes very clear

when we examine, for instance, the fife-history of a son. The
parent is worried so long as a son is not bom to him; when
a son is about to be born there are the dangers of delivery;

after the child is ushered into existence, anxiety continues to

sit on the brow of the parent who is in constant fear of his-

darling being badly influenced by malevolent stars; when the:

1 Brh., I, iv, 8.

2PA XII, 60; VPS, p. 92.
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child grows up into a boy, there is the risk of its turning to

bad ways; even after the boy is invested with the sacred

thread there is the contingence of his continuing to be

illiterate; or if he becomes proficient in learning, the anxiety

for getting him properly married haunts the parent; when

the boy is married, there is the fear whether he would be

faithful to his wife or not; if he begets children and becomes

the father of a large family, there is the difficulty of finding

means to provide him and his offspring with money; and

when the son is provided with enormous wealth, there is the

contingence of his passing away. Thus there is no end to

the misery which things other than the self bring in their

train. Hence a man of discrimination should discern the

defects that lie deep-seated in things other than the self,

and cease to be attached to them. He should realize

that the witness-self alone is the locus of supreme

love .

1

When it is settled that the self is the locus of supreme

love, it is easy to deduce that it is also the seat of the highest

happiness. The self is of the nature of supreme happiness,

since it is the object of unexcellable love. What is not of

the nature of supreme happiness is not the object of unexcel-

lable love, just as pot, etc., which are neither of the nature

of supreme happiness nor the objects of the highest love.

In the Taittiriya and the Brhadaranyaka we find it declared

that according to the increase or decrease in love there is a

corresponding increase or decrease in happiness. From the

post of an emperor to the position of Hiranyagarbha,

wherever there is an increase in love, there is also a propor-

tionate increase in happiness. Since the self is the apex of

this pyramid, it is the locus of supreme love and the seat of

the highest happiness .
2

1PA XII, 61-68.

2PA XII, 72.
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4. Brahman-Bliss, and the Evidence of Sleep

The objects of sense reflect but a fragment of Brahman-

bliss. They are lovable only in so far as they serve as

auxiliaries to the self. We have seen how Yajnavalkya in

the Brhadaranyaka brings home this truth by appealing to

experience. That Reality is of the nature of bliss is declared

in many a passage of the Upanisads. The episode of Bhrgu

in the Taittirlya Upanisad illustrates the way in which Brah-

man is ascertained to be of the nature of happiness. Bhrgu

approached his father, Varuna, with a burning desire to

know Brahman and got from him the definition of the quali-

fication per accidens of Brahman, viz., its causality of the

origination, sustentation and destruction of the universe.

With this definition as his postulate, he decided through

inquiry that gross matter, vital air, mind and intellect cannot

be the cause of the world and discovered that ananda or bliss

is Brahman. “ From bliss, indeed, all creatures come into

being; in bliss they live; and unto bliss they return. Hence

bliss is Brahman.” Bhrgu solved in this manner the funda-

mental problem of metaphysics.1

Were Brahman of the nature of bliss, it should be the

only reality without a second, as also self-luminous. The
Chandogya XJpanisad reports a conversation between Narada
and Sanatkumara where the latter instructs the former about

the nature of the Infinite (bhuma) which is Brahman. Prior

to the creation of the world there was the Infinite, since there

were not the three-fold distinctions of empirical usage, viz.,

the cognizer, cognition and object cognized. “ That is the

Infinite wherein nothing else is perceived, nothing else is

heard and nothing else is known.” 2 The Infinite alone

existed in the beginning with nothing else as opposed to

1 PD, XI, 12 and 13; Tait., Ill, 6.

2 Chan., VII, xxiv, 1.
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itself. Wherever there is the non-existence of empirical

•distinctions, there the non-dual self alone remains. The
Infinite which is the

4

Full ’ {puma) is experienced in the states

of sleep, samadhi and swoon to be self-luminous and of the

nature of bliss. That which is of the nature of bliss is

eo ipso non-dual and self-luminous. “ That, verily, which is

great (bhuma) is bliss; there is no happiness in the finite

-(alpa)” 1 The objects of sense yield no unmixed pleasure.

Even the little amount of enjoyment that seems to result

from them is enshrouded in misery and pain. And so Sanat-

kumara declared that there is no happiness in the finite .

2

“ Now, let there be no happiness in duality; but how is

there happiness in the non-dual? If there were happiness,

it would be apprehended; and if it were apprehended, there

would be the empirical distinctions again which would negate

the non-dual.” If thus it be objected, the reply is: let there

be no bliss in the non-dual, since the non-dual itself is bliss.

Nor does this fact require any evidence; for in respect of the

-self-luminous no evidence is needed. That the infinite, non-

•dual Brahman is self-luminous is evident from the experience

of sleep. In sleep there is not the functioning of the senses.

Nor can that experience be established through inference

from the sleep of another person. Means of valid knowledge

like perception and inference are not capable of establishing

the experience of sleep. But still we cannot deny such an

-experience; and hence it is self-luminous .
3

The experience of sleep which reveals the self to be non-

dual and self-luminous indicates also that it is of the nature

of bliss. From the non-existence of misery and pain in sleep

we can well conclude that there remains in that state happi-

ness or bliss. Scripture declares: “ Crossing the bund of

1 Chan., VII, xxiii, 1.

2 PD, XI, 14-17.

Z PD, XI, 23 and 32.
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the experiences of waking and dream, the purusa, though

blind, becomes one who is not blind, though wounded,

becomes one who is not wounded, though suffering from

disease, becomes one who is not suffering from disease.” 1

Nor may it be said by quoting the example of an inert object

like the stone that mere absence of pain does not guarantee

the presence of happiness. In the case of stone, etc., there

cannot be even a suspicion of misery or pain, and hence also

of happiness. But in the case of beings which are subject

to happiness and misery we can say that when one of them

is non-existent the other is present. Further the non-existence

or existence of misery in the self is directly experienced, not

inferred. Since in sleep the non-existence of misery is ex-

perienced, we say that there is in that state the manifestation

of happiness. If there were no happiness in sleep, why should

men prepare their beds smooth and soft? Comfortable beds

are not intended merely for the removal of pain; for, if that

were so, only those who are suffering from such pains as

are caused by disease, etc., should be in need, of them .

2

The happiness that is afforded by soft beds, etc., is no

doubt external and extrinsic. Tired of its avocations, the

empirical soul seeks happiness in such objects of enjoyment

as bed, etc. It experiences the reflection of its own bliss in

the psychoses of the intellect. This is what is known as

visayananda, and it is not completely free from misery. It is.

only the semblance of bliss; and the shadow cannot be a.

substitute for the substance. In sleep there is experienced

happiness which is not the product of anything else. Scrip-

ture declares that the jiva in sleep experiences its identity

with Brahman which is of the nature of bliss. By means of

illustrations it indicates what the Brahman-bliss experienced

in sleep is like. Just as a bird which is tied by means of a
1 Chan., VIII, iv, 2.

2PA XI, 33-39.
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thread flies in vain to various places in search of rest and

returns at last to the abode to which it is bound, even so,

the mind which is the adjunct of the jlva, roams about in

waking and dream in order to reap the fruits of its merit and

demerit, and when its karma perishes, it gets resolved in its

material cause, viz., nescience
;
and when, the mind ceases to

function, the jiva becomes one with the supreme. Just as a

falcon wings its way in the sky, gets exhausted and returns

to its nest, even so the jiva runs to the experience of sleep

longing for Brahman-bliss. Like a suckling babe which is

free from attachment and aversion, or like an emperor who
has reached the summit of human happiness, or like a knower

of Brahman, learned in the sacred lore, who is at the helm

of the happiness of knowledge, the jiva experiences unalloyed

bliss in the state of sleep. Scripture compares the Brahman-

bliss that is manifest in sleep to the happiness which a person

experiences in company with his consort. In both the varieties

of experience there is not the cognition of the objects which

belong to the external and the internal worlds. Such pass-

ages of Scripture which declare that in sleep a father becomes

non-father, etc.,
1 show that the jiva loses its jiva-hood and

hence also its transmigratory nature; and when jivatva is

removed in sleep. Brahman alone remains. The conceit in

the body is the root-cause of all the sorrows of life; since

that conceit is non-existent in sleep, the jiva is said to have

transcended misery and pain. The Kaivalya Upanisad 2

says: “ During the time of sleep when everything is resolved,

the jiva which is obscured by tamas attains the nature of

happiness.” 3

Scripture is not the only testimony for the existence of

happiness in sleep. There is also the evidence of the experi-

1 Brh., IV, iii, 22.

2 Kaivalya, 13.

3PA XI, 40-58.
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•ence of all who say after waking up from sleep :
“ Happily

did we sleep; we knew nothing in our sleep/’ Thus there is

the reflective cognition of happiness and nescience which

were experienced in sleep. Reflective cognition is grounded

in experience, for without the latter the former is not possible.

Nor may it be said that since in sleep there are no recognized

means of knowledge there can be no experience of happiness

•and nescience. The experience of happiness in sleep which

is no other than Brahman-bliss requires no instrument of

knowledge, because it is self-luminous; and nescience is

revealed by Brahman which in so doing is not in need of

any external channel of cognition. That the self-luminous

bliss experienced in sleep is Brahman is declared by the

Brhadaranyaka Upanisad in the text, “ Brahman is in-

telligence-bliss.” 1

Granting that the bliss experienced in sleep is Brahman,

it may be said: “ The jiva which has the intellect for adjunct

remembers that it slept happily without knowing anything.

Since experience and the cognition thereof must have the

same locus, the jiva conditioned by the intellect must have

experienced happiness and nescience in sleep.” But this

statement is not sound, for in sleep the intellect and mind
which are the products of nescience get resolved in their

cause; and since the adjunct, the intellect, is non-existent,

there cannot be the jiva as conditioned by the intellect. What
experiences happiness and nescience in sleep is the ananda-

maya self; and the remembrance of that by the vijndnamaya

self is intelligible because the self is the same in both the

states of experience, although the adjuncts may vary .
2

In the moment immediately antecedent to sleep there is

the psychosis of the intellect which is turned inward and
wherein there is the reflection of bliss; and later, the same

1 PJ), XI, 59-61; Brh., Ill, ix, 28.
2PA XI, 62.
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psychosis along with the reflection of bliss gets resolved in

the form of sleep and comes to be called anandamaya . The

anandamaya self has for its adjunct nescience which is asso-

ciated with the residual impression generated by the inward-

turned psychosis of the intellect; and it experiences in sleep

Brahman-bliss which is its true nature by means of the

psychoses generated by nescience. In sleep there is not the

conceit “ I am enjoying happiness,” etc., because the

psychoses of nescience, unlike the psychoses of the intellect,,

are subtle and not clearly manifest .
1

The Upanisads like the Mandukya and the Tapanlya set

forth that the anandamaya enjoys Brahman-bliss by means of

the subtle psychoses of nescience.
<e The mass of intelligence

which has become one in the state of sleep is the anandamaya,

which enjoys bliss through the channel of the psychoses

possessing the reflection of intelligence.” 2 The self which

assumes many forms in the states of waking and dream be-

comes of a single consistency in sleep; and the intelligence

which is reflected in nescience serves as the channel for the

enjoyment of bliss .
3 Again, due to the force of karma, the

jiva awakes from sleep and gets involved in the troubles and

turmoils of the transmigratory life. The Kaivalya Upanisad

says that awaking from sleep is caused by karma. “ Again,

due to conjunction with the karma of the previous life, the

same jiva dreams and awakes.” 4

An examination of the moment immediately succeeding

the termination of sleep gives us intimation of the Brahman-

bliss experienced during sleep; for there is then the persistence

of the residual impression of Brahman-bliss which is borne

out by the fact that a person who has just got up from sleep

*PA XI, 63-66.

2 Mandukya, 5.

3PA XI, 67 and 68.

4 Kaivalya, 13.
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remains calm and collected without any thought of external

objects. But being prompted by karma, the jiva loses sight

of its blissful nature and gets entangled once again in the

vicious circle of samsara .

1

So far we have seen how there is the experience of

Brahman-bliss in the state of sleep, how it is self-luminous

and non-dual, as also how there is the indication of the bliss

immediately prior to sleep and an intimation thereof in the

form of residual impression immediately subsequent to sleep.

The happiness which is the result of the residual impression

of bliss is experienced whenever there is happiness which is

not due to the objects of the external world. This is what is

called vasanananda. What is known as visayananda is the

reflection of bliss in the mental psychosis which has turned

inward after the desire for external objects is destroyed

through attaining them. Vasanananda and visayananda are

products of Brahman-bliss, the former being its residual

impression and the latter being its reflection in the psychoses

which cognize objects of sense. But both of them point

towards their generator, viz.. Brahman-bliss .

2

Through an analysis of the state of sleep we found that

there is every kind of evidence for the experience of Brah-

man-bliss. We shall now point out how the residual im-

pression of bliss experienced during the state of waking serve

as a ground for asserting the existence of Brahman-bliss. The
vijnanamaya self, which is the agent in waking, experiences

both pleasure and pain as also the balanced state where there

is neither pleasure nor pain. The enjoyment of pleasure and
pain is the product of karma, while the state of indifference

expresses the innate nature of the self. In the enjoyment of

the external objects and in day-dreams there is the experience

of pleasure and pain; and in the intervals between pleasures

1 PD, XI, 74 and 75.

2 PD, XI, 85-88.
’
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•and pains there is the experience of the state of silence which

is the expression of the real nature of the supreme bliss. In

those moments of care-free indifference men are observed to

say, “We are free from woes and worries; we are happy.”

It must be noted, however, that even these moments of calm

and peace do not directly manifest Brahman-bliss, for what

we have is only the residual impression of that bliss. Cool-

ness is felt on the outer surface of a vessel containing cold

water; but that coolness is itself not water. Similarly, during

moments of equipoise there is the experience of the residual

impression of bliss which is not the bliss itself. But just as

•coolness on the surface of the vessel is the basis for inferring

water inside the vessel, even so, the residual impression is the

indicator of the existence of Brahman-bliss.1

5. Summary of Results

Through the objective approach we found that the

•objects of sense are lovable only in so far as they contribute to

the happiness of the self and through the subjective analysis

of sleep and the states that are antecedent and subsequent

thereto we discovered that there is the manifestation either of

supreme bliss or of its residual impression when unobscured

by the virile and dull psychoses of the mind. Reality, we
said, is bliss because of its infinitude. The word “ Brahman ”

which comes from the root “ hrha, brhi, to increase,” signi-

fies greatness. Brahman is great because it is unexcellable,

free from limitation due to space, time or other things. 2 And
it is of the nature of bliss, because it is great.

1 PD, XI, 93-98.

2 VPS, pp. 179 and 180.



CHAPTER SIX

THE WITNESS-SELF

Vedanta has been defined as the science of the self (dtma-

vidya). Now, what is the self? Is it the physical body, a

colony of cells? Or is it the cognitive and conative organs?

Or is it the manas ? Or is it cognition (vijnana)? Or is it the

void? Or is it the agent of actions and the enjoyer of fruits?

Or is it the mere enjoyer, characterized by being the witness?

Or is it the taintless Brahman, whose essential nature, we said*

is existence, knowledge, bliss ?

1. Different Views about the Self

Among the Lokayatas (Materialists), who adopt percep-

tion as the only means of valid knowledge and who recognize

the reality of the four elements alone, some think that the

physical body is the self. They base their theory on the

fact that the body is cognized as the substrate of the

cognition “ I ” in such usages as “ I am a man, I know,”'

etc. 1 And they quote as evidence the scriptural texts, “ That,

verily, is this person, who is constituted of the essence of

food (matter),” 2 “ That Brahman is this self, constituted of

the earth, constituted of water, constituted of air, constituted

of ether, constituted of fire,” etc.

1 VPS, p. 181 ; PD, VI, 60 and 61.

2 Tait.y II, i, 1.
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Even when the body exists there is no cognition without

the activity of the senses .
1 And when the jiva departs, the

physical body is observed to perish .

2 That which is inert

and perishable cannot be the self. The senses alone are

intelligences, and they constitute the self. So say another

section of the Lokayatas. The co-presence and co-absence

of the senses with cognition may be explained on the assump-

tion that the senses are instruments of cognition. But the

adherents of the view that the senses are the self maintain

that to assume the senses to be the material cause of cogni-

tion is more suitable than the assumption of their instru-

mentality. The senses, they say, which are the substrates of

the cognition “ I ” in “ I am one-eyed, I am dumb,” etc.,

and which are intelligences, are to be recognized as each the

self. And they cite as evidence the scriptural passage, “ They
said unto speech, ‘ Do thou sing unto us saying ‘ So be it

*

speech sang unto them ” 3
, etc. The body, however, is said

to be the substrate of the cognition “ I ” and is figuratively

spoken of as being intelligence only because it is the locus

of the senses which are the self. It may be said that, if there

be many selves inhabiting a single body, there would be no
personal identity such as is experienced in the recognition

“ The same ‘ I ’ that formerly saw the colour now hears the

sound.” And, further, it may be objected that, if the senses

be the selves, colour, taste, etc., would be simultaneously

enjoyed, and not in sequence. But both the contentions are

wrong. In order that there may be recognition and enjoy-

ment in sequence oneness of intelligence is not necessary.

What is needed is location in one body. In a house which

is inhabited by many men, at the marriage of each one of

them the others are accessories. Similarly in the case of the

1 VPS, p. 181.

2PA VI, 62.

3 Brh., I, ii, 2.

12
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senses that are located in a single body, at the time of the

enjoyment of any one of them the others are accessories .

1

In the experience of dream there is cognition even with-

out the activity of the senses. Hence the senses cannot be

the loci of cognition, nor can they be the substrates of the

cognition “ I ”. The senses of sight, etc., are instruments,

and not the material cause, of cognition. It was said that

recognition is possible in respect of many selves even because

of their being located in a single body. But that does not

stand to reason because of the contingence of recognition

even among persons living on a single floor. Hence, the

followers of the Pancaratra system are dissatisfied with the

doctrine that the senses are the selves; and they advocate

the view that manas is the self. Cognition is caused in dream

by the bare manas. Recollection and personal identity are

made possible by it. The senses are its instruments, and the

body is its support .

2 Such texts of the Scripture as “ manas

sang,” etc., are said to favour this view.

The Vijnanavadins hold momentary cognition to be the

self. Recognition is intelligible because of the similarity of

cognitions. Flames, though different, appear to be identical

because they are similar. In order to establish karma, know-

ledge, bondage, release, etc., it is not necessary to assume a

persisting cognition, since that is achieved even because of

the cognitions belonging to a single succession of cause and

effect .

3 The scriptural text, “ Which is the self? That which

is a mass of cognition ” 4 supports the doctrine that cognition

is the self.

In the state of deep sleep there is not seen even cogni-

tion. Hence the void alone is the self, says the Madhyamika.

1 VPS, p. 181.

2 VPS, pp. 181 and 182; PD, VI, 67.

3 VPS, p. 182.

4 Brh., IV, iii, 7.
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If there were cognition in sleep, then, there would be the

presentation of content too, since cognition without a content

is impossible. It may be said that only those cognitions

which are in the states of waking and dream require a basis,

not the cognitions of sleep. But this is irrational. Why
should cognition have content in other states and not in

sleep? Nor may the non-existence of content in sleep be

inferred on the ground that a person who has awakened has

no recollection of a content in sleep. If the non-existence of

-a thing be inferable from the non-recollection thereof, then,

•even because there is invariable non-recollection of cognition

in sleep for one who has awakened, let there be no cognition

in sleep. There can be no dispute, says the Madhyamika,

about the void. The generation of the cognition of the real

by the void which is opposed in content to that cognition is

intelligible even as there is the generation of the determinate

•cognition by the indeterminate cognition. One who gets up

from sleep has the cognition of reality “ I exist.” But that

•cognition is not true, since it is devoid of the cause consisting

in an immediately antecedent cognition. Hence the void

alone is the true .

1 “ Non-existence, verily, this was in the

beginning,” 2 says Scripture in support of this doctrine. Thus

the Nihilists maintain that the void is the self.

The void cannot be the substrate of the cognition “ I ”.

If the cognition “ I ” be possible in the case of the void, then,

there would be that cognition even in cases like the son of a

barren woman. Even the doctrine of the Vijnanavadins is

not intelligible. A series of momentary cognitions cannot

account for personal identity. Empirical usage as having a

.single agent cannot be brought about by several selves exist-

ing in a single succession. A person knows a thing to be

advantageous, then desires to possess it, strives and attains it,

1 VPS, p. 182.

2 Tait., II, vii, 1.
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and then derives happiness therefrom. If the self that derives,

happiness be not the same self that desired to possess that

advantageous thing, how can such unsublated recognition as

“ The same 6

1 ’ that knew this thing, now desires it ” be

accounted for? There must be admitted a permanent self.

And this self is not of the form of cognition, since no apposi-

tion is experienced between the two in the form “ I am
cognition.” It is only the relation of possessor and property

that is experienced in the form “ Mine is this cognition.”

And this experience is not figurative, like “ my self,” since it

is never sublated. When it is proved that cognition is not

the self but only a property thereof, it is needless to say that

the body, senses and manas, which are related to the self as.

its properties, cannot be the self. The designation as “ I
”

in respect of the body, etc., however, is due to superimposi-

tion. Thus argue those who advocate the doctrine that the

self is the agent of actions and the enjoyer of fruits. The

self they hold to be beginningless, indestructible and the

subject of migration, of the nature of entering and departing

from an infinite number of bodies. There is observed for

the self experience of happiness and misery even immediately

after the origination of the body. This is impossible if the:

self had not existed even earlier as the agent of merit and

demerit. Nor can destruction be demonstrated in the case:

of the self. Destruction cannot be of itself, since destruction

without a cause is not admitted by others than the Saugatas.

Nor is destruction possible from another, since for the part-

less self, there cannot be conjunction with a cause of
cognition. Even if it were somehow possible, in order to

effect cognition with another there must be karma. And
karma would establish only the permanence of the self, not

its destruction; for if the self were destroyed, there would be
none to enjoy the fruit of that karma. If the self be un-
changing, enjoyment is impossible for it. Hence, change, in
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the nature of the fruit of activity, must be admitted in the

case of the self. Agency, which is of the nature of entering

into activity, belongs to it.
1

The body, which is an aggregate of the five elements,

cannot be the agent of actions and the enjoyer of fruits. The

Lokayatas declare enjoyership in the case of the body. But

does enjoyership belong to each of the elements constituting

the body distributively or in the aggregate? Even on the

first, the elements cannot be the enjoyers all at the same

time. If enjoyership belonged to them simultaneously, then,

since they would be active in respect of their respective

objects without mutual dependence, there would be no reci-

procal relation of subsidiary and principal among them, and

consequently no aggregation. And if there be enjoyership

for the elements even without the aggregate, then, they would

be enjoyers even outside the body. Nor is there enjoyership

for them in sequence, since the said unintelligibility of aggre-

gation remains unremedied. It may be said that that is

intelligible through the relation of subsidiary and principal

on the analogy of the marriage of several bridegrooms in

sequence. But there is no parity of the instance with what

is illustrated. Just as for each bridegroom there is a distinct

bride as the object of enjoyment, there is not for each of the

four elements a specific object of enjoyments. Even assuming

that there is a distinct object for each of the elements, when

there is simultaneous proximity of all objects, sequence in

enjoyment is not intelligible. Thus enjoyership cannot belong

to each object distributively either simultaneously or in

sequence. Nor is enjoyership possible for them in the aggre-

gate. Intelligence, which is not existent in each of the

elements, cannot be present in their aggregate. And enjoyer-

ship cannot belong to that which is not intelligent. It may

be said that a particular capacity present in the aggregate

1 VPS, pp. 182, 183.
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need not necessarily be existent in each of the individuals

constituting that aggregate and the case of the sesamum

grains thrown into the fire may be cited as an instance. It

is thus. Though in each of the sesamum grains thrown into

the fire there is not the capacity to generate the flame, there

is seen that capacity in their aggregate. Similarly, it may be

thought, intelligence is an attribute of the elements, only

when they are in aggregation. But, even then, what is the

cause of the aggregation? Why should elements combine?

It cannot be for the sake of future enjoyment. If future

enjoyment be the cause of the aggregation, then the enjoy-

ment would be in the relation of a subsidiary to the elements.

And since, then, the elements would all of them be principals,,

there would not be the reciprocal relation of subsidiary and

principal among them; and aggregation is not possible for

what are not in the relation of subsidiary and principal. Nor
can the enjoyment be the principal, since it is subsidiary to

the enjoyer. Even the example of the sesamum grain is

irrelevant, because what is called the aggregate cannot be

demonstrated by the Lokayata. Mere location of the enjoy-

ment and the enjoyer in one place cannot be called an

aggregate; for, if that were so, there is the contingence of

intelligence and enjoyment existing everywhere in the case of

the elements which are pervasive. If the aggregate be the

whole produced by the elements, is that different from them,

or not ? If different, there is the contingence of the acceptance

of a fifth real over and above the four elements. If non-

different, then, there would be only the elements, and not an

aggregate. And no other relation is possible, since difference-

cwm-non-difference is not admitted. Since the aggregate

itself is not established for the Lokayata, he cannot maintain

that enjoyership is possible for the elements in the aggregate.

Nor is enjoyership invariable only in some one element; for

in the proximity of all, whereby can it be determined that
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enjoyership belongs to one particular element alone and not

to any other? 1

Certain sections of the Lokayatas hold that enjoyership

belongs to the senses and certain others think that it belongs

to the aggregate of body and senses. But these two views

are to be refuted by the same line of reasoning as set forth

above .
2

Another section of the Lokayatas regard manas as the

self. Now, what is manas ? It is eternal, partless, and atomic

in size, say the Logicians. But manas is not eternal, since it

is finite like a pot. It has parts, since it is an instrument,

like the sense of sight. And it is not atomic in size, since it

has parts and has conjunction and disjunction like any other

finite object. Hence, manas cannot be the self, and agency

and enjoyership cannot belong to it. What is the self is

none of these. The Atman is not an epi-phenomenon, an

appendage of the body. It is neither a bundle of bones, nor

a neural process, neither a colony of cells nor a system of

electrons. However much the scientist may try to modify

his conception of matter and interpret it in terms of force

and energy, electrons and protons, he will not be able to

bridge the gulf that yawns between matter and spirit. The

self is not molecular motion or radio-activity. It is not only

meta-physical but also meta-psychical. However subtle mind

may be, it is also material. Mind, like gross matter, is

subject to origination and destruction, and is sublated in the

experience of sleep. Hence it is the agent and enjoyer, say

the Mimamsakas. And they quote in their favour such

scriptural texts as “ The permitter, knower, agent,” 3 “ In

dream the jiva is the enjoyer of happiness and misery,” etc.
4

1 VPS, pp. 184, 185.

2 VPS, p. 185.

3 Prasna, IV, 9.

4 Kaivalya, 13 .
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The Sankhyas do not grant agency to the self. That

which is omnipresent and partless cannot be an agent. The

self is non-active, intelligent. Activity in the form of motion

or transformation does not belong to it. Agency cannot be

natural to the self; nor can it be adventitious. Even for the

possibility of adventitious agency, association with a cause of

agency is needed; and that is not possible in the case of the

partless self. Though the self is a non-agent, it is the enjoyer;

and its enjoyership consists in being the witness of what is

cognized. Hence, the self is enjoyer alone; this is the view

of the Sankhyas .
1 And they say that the scriptural text,

“ One of those two eats the tasty berry, that is the intellect;

the other shines without eating,” 2
etc., supports their

doctrine.

The final position of the Advaitin, however, is that the

self is non-different from the taintless Brahman which is of

the nature of truth, knowledge, bliss. This inner self is not

inert, since it is understood to be self-luminous through per-

ception, inference and revelation. That the experience of

sleep is evidence for the self-luminosity of Reality, we have

seen already. The self is the witness-intelligence which,

while being self-luminous, illumines all other objects. Though
the Sankhyas regard the self as the witness, they fail to reach

the truth because they hold to the doctrine of a plurality of

purusas. The self is but one in all bodies, since everywhere

it is known by the cognition
c

I ’ with a single form,

like
4

cow-ness \s The difference of bodies cannot be the

ground for assuming a difference in selves. The bodies are

products of nescience; and because of being conditioned by
them, there appear to be many jivas. But in reality, there is

only one self which is not different from Brahman.

1 VPS, pp. 189, 190.

2 £vet., IV, 6.

8 VPS, p. 189.
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, 2. The Nature of Witness-Self

Now, which is this witness-self that is said to be non-

different from Brahman ?

The author of the Kaumudi says that the witness is some

form of the Lord which permits the jiva to be active and to

refrain from activity, but which is itself indifferent and non-

active. Though it is some form of the Lord, the witness is

not the abode of causality. Hence, its immediacy is intelli-

gible. While manifesting the nescience, etc., present in the

jiva, it is inner to the jiva. And in sleep, it is known as

prajna. 1

In the Tattvasuddhi it is said that just as the this-ness,

which really belongs to nacre, appears to belong to silver,

even so the witness, which is really of the constitution of

Brahman, appears to be of the constitution of the jiva.2

Some Advaitins hold that the jiva conditioned by nesci-

ence is itself the witness, because it is the direct seer. The

nature of being the witness is directly possible in the jiva

which is non-attached, indifferent and luminous. Agency,

etc., are imposed on the jiva when there is brought about its

identification with the internal organ. But in its own nature,

the jiva is indifferent.3

Some others maintain that the jiva is the witness, not

as conditioned by the omnipresent nescience, but as condi-

tioned by the internal organ. Nor may it be said that, since

what is conditioned by the internal organ is the cognizer, it

•cannot be the witness. The jiva as qualified by the internal

•organ is the cognizer; but as conditioned by the internal organ

as an adjunct, it is the witness.4

1 SLS, Vol. II, pp. 44, 45.

2 Ibid., p. 45.

3 Ibid., p. 45.

4 Ibid., p. 46; see also note on p. 190.
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In the Kutastha-dlpa, Bharatitirtha defines the witness as.

the kutastha
, the immutable, unchanging, eternal, flawless-

intelligence. The immutable intelligence which is the sub-

strate of the two bodies, subtle and gross, is called the

witness, because it directly superintends the two bodies and

is unmodified .
1 The preceptors of old have defined the

kutastha as the witness of the mind and its modifications.

Scripture declares the immutable to be existence, knowledge,

bliss. In states other than sleep, swoon and samadhi
, know-

ledge of objects is acquired through the functions of'

psychoses. The psychoses of the internal organ manifest

the two bodies at intervals. But from the absence of
psychoses at other times we cannot infer the non-existence of
intelligence. The immutable witness is the silent spectator

of all the changing moods and the fleeting moments. It is

the foundational intelligence which reveals the existence as-

well as the non-existence of psychoses. The Vedas and
the Puranas declare that the self is the witness which illu-

mines both the presence and the prior non-existence of
psychoses .

2
It is real, because it is the abode of the unreal

world. It is of the nature of intelligence, since it illumines,

all inert things. Being ever the object of infinite love, it is.

of the nature of bliss. Because it is the source of all

auspicious things and because it is the basis of all entities,,

it is unalloyed bliss. In this manner the Saiva-puranas and
Scripture distinguish the kutastha from the changing world,,

the finite jiva and the non-absolute Isvara .
3 The Vedantins

proclaim with one voice that the self is absolutely real, self-

evident and uncontradicted by any fact of experience .

4 The-

1 SLS, Vol. II, p. 43.

2 PD, VIII, 56.

3 PD, VIII, 47-49. For a detailed account of the natures ofjiva and.
Isvara see Ch. VII.

4 PD, VIII, 66.
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kutastha is -unattached, impartite and immutable. It pro-

duces nothing, nor is it produced by anything else. In

reality, there is no dissolution, no creation; there is no one

bound, no one longing for release, and none liberated. This

is the supreme truth. But this real nature of the self is

beyond the reach of speech and mind. Hence Scripture teaches

the truth, basing itself either on the world, the jiva or Isvara.

It adopts whatever mode of teaching would easily reveal the

truth. The wise discern the real through the aid of scriptural

testimony; but the ignorant wallow in darkness unable to get

at the truth .

1

In the Nataka-dipa, the witness-intelligence is compared

to the lamp set on a dramatic stage. The lamp gives light

to the manager of the drama, to the actors and to the

audience without any distinction; and it shines even if the

theatre be emptied of all persons. Similarly, the witness

manifests egoity, the intellect and the objects, and continues

to shine even when they are non-existent. It cannot be said

that the intellect is enough to illumine the objects, for it

shines only by borrowed light. It is the self-luminous

immutable intelligence that is the giver of all light. The

sense of egoity may be compared to the proprietor of the

drama, the objects to the audience and the intellect to the

danseuse; and the various sense-organs are auxiliaries or

accompaniments which aid the actress. All these are without

any distinction illumined by the witness. Just as the lamp

on the dramatic stage illumines without moving and without

being affected by the movements of the actors and the audi-

ence, even so the witness which is permanent and unchanging

manifests all things both within and without .

2

The distinction between ‘ inner * and ‘ outer
5 which is

dependent on the body has no reference to the witness.

1 PD, VIII, 71-74.

Z PD, X, 11-15.
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Those objects which are external to the body are called the
4

outer,’ and those that are within, the ‘ inner The imper-

manence and the vacillation natural to the intellect are

•superimposed on the witness-intelligence. But the witness

neither goes in nor goes out. It appears as if it acts

on account of its association with the intellect. It knows no
4
inner ’ and ‘ outer ’ which are distinctions created by the

intellect. Even to say that the self is omnipresent and all-

pervasive is to superimpose on it the category of space. In

itself, the witness is beyond all computation. If, then, it be

asked how it can be known, the Advaitin replies, the self is

not an object of apprehension. Because it is self-luminous,

it shines ever without the help of any means of knowledge .
1

It is the light that never was on sea or land. It lends its

lustre even to the luminaries of the sky.

In the Citradipa, the concepts of Brahman, kutastha
,

Isvara and jiva are explained and illustrated. Brahman is

unconditioned like the ether at large. Kutastha is also im-

mutable, but appears as if conditioned; hence it may be

compared to the ether defined by a pot. Isvara and the

jiva are both of them reflections. In the water that is present

in a pot, there is the reflection of the sky along with

clouds and the stars that are strewn in the sky. Just as the

sky in the water is a reflection of the ether at large in the

water contained in a particular pot, even so the jiva is

a reflection of Brahman in the intellect which belongs to a

particular body. In the clouds which are constituted of

subtle particles of water there is a huge reflection of ether.

If the reflection of ether in the pot-water be small, the reflec-

tion of ether in the clouds is large. Isvara may be compared
to the latter kind of reflection. But both Isvara and the

jiva are, as we said, reflections of intelligence. The kutastha,

which is non-different from Brahman, is defined by the two
1 PD, X, 16-25.
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bodies, subtle and gross. It is called kiitastha because, while

being the substrate of those bodies, it is immutable like

the anvil.1

The pro-nouns
4

1 ’,
4 you ’,

4

he ’, ‘it’, etc., are used to

signify different things by different persons. What is
4

1 ’ to

me is not ‘ I ’ to another. An identical object is
4

1 * to itself,
4 you ’ to another and 4

he ’ or
4

it ’ to a third. What is

common to and constant in them all is self-hood. Just as

in the case of the illusory appearance of silver, silver-ness is

superimposed on the this, on the immutable self I-ness is

superimposed. In empirical usages like
4

Devadatta himself
goes,’

4 You yourself see,’
4

1 myself am not well,’ etc., we
find that while self-hood (svatva) is constant, I-ness (ahanta)
is not so. The self is the kiitastha, and the

4

1 ’ which signifies

the cidabhasa is an imposition thereon. 2

In the Tattva-pradipikd,z Citsukha distinguishes the wit-

ness which is the seer (drastr) from the cognizer (pramdtr).

In sleep, though there is not the proximity of the instruments

of valid knowledge, the witness manifests nescience. Hence
its non-inclusion in the cognizer is intelligible. The cognizer

is that which knows through the means of valid knowledge.

The witness is not thus. Then, it may be thought that, since

in waking, etc., there is the function of the means of know-

ledge, the witness would not be what establishes knowledge.

But this is not so. Since the witness is included in the

jiva-self, the nature of being subsidiary to empirical usage is

intelligible for the witness-perception. Nor is there no

evidence in respect of the witness, since there is evidence of

the inference,
44

Caitra’s desire, etc., are apprehended by this

perception which is different from the non-eternal knowledge

which apprehends this, since it is the perception of this, like

1 PD, VI, 18-22.

2FA VI, 38, 39.

3 Tattva-pradipika, p. 373.
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the perception of this pot, etc.” Desire, etc., cannot be cog-

nized by the senses, because they are super-sensuous. Nor

can mind cognize them, since desire, etc., constitute the mind.

If desire, etc., be known by mental perception, there is the

conflict of object-ness and agency in one and the same thing.

Hence a perception which is brought about by what is other

than these must be admitted; and that is the witness-percep-

tion. The witness is not what is qualified by nescience; nor

is it that of which nescience is a qualification per accidens.

But it is that which has nescience as its adjunct .
1

We have seen above some of the ways in which the wit-

ness has been conceived of by Advaitins. While some pre-

ceptors hold it to be identical with Isvara, Bharatltirtha and

Citsukha maintain that the witness is the true nature of the

jiva. But there is no conflict between the two views, since

in the final position of the Advaitin, Isvara who is non-

different from Brahman is also non-different from the jiva.

1 That which persists in the effect so long as it lasts and brings about
a distinction is a qualification ( visegana) as the blue colour is of the lily.

But that which does not so persist and yet effects a distinction is either an
adjunct (upadhi) or a qualification per accidens (upalaksand). Of these,

too, that which is co-terminous with the effect is an adjunct; and that
which, while remaining only for sometime, effects a distinction, is a
qualification per accidens.

karya-nvayitvena tu bhedakam yat, tad visesanam, nailyam ivo
’
tpalasya; ananvayitvena tu bhedakanam upadhito-palaksanata prasiddha.
tayor api yavati-karyam avasthayi bheda-hetor upadhiia,' kadacitkataya
bhedadhi-hetur upalaksanam.



CHAPTER SEVEN

ISVARA AND JlVA

Causality of the universe is the qualification per accidens of

Brahman; and it constitutes the essential nature of Isvara.

Isvara is Brahman seen under the limitation of mayad The
second aphorism of the Vedanta-sutras states the definition

per accidens of Brahman as the cause whence result the origi-

nation, sustentation and destruction of the world. This

definition is of the essential nature of Isvara, who is Brahman
qualified by maya}

1. The Cause of the World

All the Advaitins do not subscribe to the view that

Isvara is the cause of the world. Some hold that pure Brah-

man is the cause, and some others maintain that the jiva is

the cause of the universe. The followers of the Samksepa-

Mriraka say that pure Brahman is the material cause. 3 Those

who uphold the theory that perception is creation (drsti-srsti
-

vada) regard the entire world as the fabrication of the jiva’s

intellect. Just as dream-cognition, Isvaratva, etc., are all

mental constructions made by the jiva. 4 Bharatitirtha does

1 For a discourse on maya see chapter VIII.

2 VPS, pp. 194, 195.

3 SLS, Vol. II, p. 13.

4 SLS, Vol. II, p. 16.
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not seem to support either of these views regarding the cause

of the world. In the Vivarana-prameya-sahgraha he expounds

the Vivarana view according to which Isvara, or Brahman

qualified by maya, is the material cause.1 The world cannot

be suspected to be a product of the jiva, he says, for all jlvas

who are qualified by agency and enjoyership and are of the

nature of name and form fall within the product. 2 In the

Pancadasl, though the Vivarana view that Isvara is the primal

cause is maintained, subsidiary causality is attributed to the

jiva. Some Advaitins who make a difference between maya

and avidya say that the universe beginning with ether, etc.,

is the product of the maya located in the Lord and that the

internal organ, etc., are the products of the subtle elements

which are created by the nescience of the jiva. According

to Bharatitirtha, Isvara and the jiva are the joint creators of

the world. But there is this difference: while the Lord is

the principal author, the jiva is only a subsidiary parent. In

respect of the existence of the world Isvara is the ground,

whereas in respect of its enjoyment the jiva is the locus. The
nature of the creation by the jiva is psychical rather than

physical. The universe is a product of Isvara and an object

of enjoyment for the jiva.
3

2. Creation, Transformation and Illusory Appearance

Now, what kind of causality is recognized in respect of

the Lord? Is it efficient causality alone, or material causality

alone, or both? The first and second alternatives are not.

possible, since if Isvara were either the efficient or the material

cause alone, he would be finite, infinitude being impossible

for him. Hence it must be admitted that he is the material

1 SLS, Yol. II, pp. 13, 14.

2 VPS, p. 201.

3 PD. IV, 18. isa-karyam jiva-bhogyam.
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cause as well as the efficient cause (<abhinna-nimitto-padana-

karanci). There is no unintelligibility whatever in the material

cause being itself the efficient cause. The world has a

material cause which is non-different from the efficient, since

it is generated as preceded by knowledge, like the happiness,

misery, attachment, aversion, etc., present in the self. That

the dual causality belongs to Brahman qualified by maya is

established by the creational text which declares efficient

causality in “ That desired ” and material causality in “ May
I become many ”.1

The dual causality is declared of Brahman as its qualifi-

cation per accidens
,
only in the view of the doctrine of

illusory manifestation. The material causality of Brahman

consists neither in origination, as by the primal atoms, nor

in transformation, as of Primal Nature. The Vaisesikas and

others who hold the view of absolute creation say that some-

thing originates from something else, as cloth from threads;

and they attribute the creation of the world to the conjunc-

tion of primal atoms. The Sankhyas and those who are in

sympathy with their view of transformation characterize the

world as a transformation of Primal Nature, as curd is of

milk. When a thing attains a state which is different from

its present one,- it is called transformation; when a thing,

while not abandoning its prior state, appears to be of a

different state, it is known as illusory manifestation .

2 “ That

change, which is of the same grade of reality as the thing, is

transformation; what is not of the same grade of reality is

illusory manifestation; or, change, which is of the same

nature as the cause, is transformation; the effect, which even

without being non-different from that (cause) is yet difficult

to state apart from that, is an illusory manifestation; such

is the distinction between transformation and illusory

1 Chan., VI, ii, 3; VPS, pp. 196, 197.

2 See PD, XIII, 6-9.

13
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manifestation.” 1 Brahman can be neither the originating cause

nor the transformed cause. What is partless by nature cannot

originate something de novo ;

2 nor can it get itself transformed

into something else. If Brahman were to abandon the earlier

form and get transformed into another form, then, subse-

quent to creation, there would be destruction of Brahman of

the form of knowledge and bliss. If, again, at the stage of

dissolution, that Brahman, which is devoid of the form of

knowledge and bliss, be transformed into Brahman that is-

knowledge and bliss, even thus, since at any moment that

Brahman might transform its nature, there is the contingence

of non-release. Nor is there any evidence in respect of

transformation. Scripture in the text “ The unborn self, the

great, the firm
” 3 predicates immutability of the self as

opposed to transformation. And Brahman is immutable

because it is partless .
4

It may be objected that the transformation is possible

even in the case of the partless. This is how it is argued:

conjunction which is inherent in a part of the whole is

indirectly preceded by the conjunction of the partless primal

atom. The parts conjoin and produce the whole, but the

parts by themselves are constituted of atoms; and if there

were no conjunction of atoms, how would the production of

the parts be possible? Necklet, etc., are said to be transfor-

mations of gold. But gold is but a colony of primal

atoms; and without a transformation of the primal atoms
which are partless, how is transformation possible for

1 SLS, Vol. I, p. 153; Vol. II, p. 13.

2 Pringle-Pattison’s Idea of God, pp. 302, 303: “The idea of creation
as a special act or event that took place once upon a time represents the
universe as in no way organic to divine life. . . . Such a conception of
creation belongs to the same circle of ideas as the waving of a magician’s,
wand.”

3
Brh., IV, iv, 20.

4 VPS, p. 204.
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gold ? Hence even of the partless, transformation must he

admitted .
1

Now, what is this transformation? Is it the increase of

parts through one’s own parts coming to have a conjunction

other than the earlier conjunction, like the lump of clay

coming to have the form of a pot? Or is it the increase of

parts through the conjunction with other parts, like milk

becoming curd through the conjunction with the parts of the

buttermilk poured into the milk? Neither of these is possible-

in the case of Brahman which is partless. Nor is it possible

for Brahman to attain a different state either like the aging

of the young or like the twig becoming a post; for if Brahman

were to transform itself in the form of the world in that

manner, it would not become Brahman again and there is

the consequent contingence of non-release. Verily, the aged

man does not become a youth again; nor does the post grow

into the form of a tree. Nor does transformation consist

either in the conjunction of one thing with another like the

atom becoming a dyad through conjunction with another

atom, or in motion like water becoming a river, or in the rise-

of another quality like the assumption of a different colour

by a ripe fruit; for to define transformation in any of these

ways would be over-extensive. In the ether that is conjoined

to another thing, in the bee that moves about and in the

cloth wherein redness has appeared, there is not observed

any transformation of substance. Nor is transformation the

origination of another substance associated with the material

cause; for though such transformation be possible in the

case of the whole, the transformation of the parts is difficult

to state. The necklet, for example, is the product of the

whole and not of the parts of gold. Though the necklet be

not the product of the parts, the parts may intelligibly persist

in the necklet through the channel of the whole. Without

1 VPS, p. 204.
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a change in the loci, the parts, there can well be a change in

the located, the whole. Origination and destruction are

non-existent in the primal atom; but they are seen in the

dyad. It may be said that attributes other than origination

and destruction must change in the loci in order that they

may change in the located; but, no. The generality

“ potness ” is not present in the potsherds, but it is inherent

in the pot. Nor is a change of state for the pervaded, the

whole, unintelligible in the absence of a change of state for

the pervaders, the parts; for without a change of state for

the pervaders, generality and quality, there is seen a change

of state in the substance pervaded. Even if transformation

of the parts be admitted, that transformation must be prompt-

ed by the transformation of the whole. And this kind of

transformation is not possible in the case of Brahman which

is not a part of anything else .
1

It was urged that transformation of the partless Brah-

man is intelligible like the conjunction of primal atoms.

Now, what is meant here? Is it stated that the perceptible

conjunction of the whole is inherent in the primal atoms?

Or is it assumed that the conjunction of the whole is preceded

by the conjunction of the primal atoms ? Not the first, since

if conjunction of the whole were inherent in the primal

atoms, it would be imperceptible even as the colour, etc.,

which are present in the primal atom are imperceptible. Nor
is the second alternative, which assumes that the conjunction

of the whole is preceded by the conjunction of primal atoms,

intelligible; for conjunction in respect of the whole itself is

intelligible without conjunction of primal atoms, like the

inherence of “ potness ” in pot without its presence in the

potsherds. The parts, however, may persist in the conjunc-

tion through the channel of the whole. This we observed

already. Hence the example of the conjunction of primal
1 VPS, pp. 204, 205.
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atoms is not valid; and it is not possible to infer on that

ground the transformation of the partless. The creationist

doctrine and the view of transformation having been thrown

overboard, it must be admitted that Brahman illusorily

appears as the world.1

3. Isvara, the Material Cause of the World

The disputants do not agree as to what the material

cause of the world is. The Sankhyas regard the pradhana as

the material cause. All the modifications that constitute the

world, they say, have for material cause the generality of

happiness, misery and delusion which ever accompanies them.

What is always persistent in a product must be the cause of

that product. Basin, etc., are interpenetrated by clay; hence,

clay is their material cause. The Sankhyas next point out

that there cannot be a plurality of causes for the world.

What are limited and multiple and are modifications must

have a single undifferentiated material cause, like basin, etc.,

which have clay for their material cause. Thus, the Sankhyas

infer that the pradhana or prakrti
,
which is constituted by

the three gunas in an undifferentiated state, is the material

cause of the world. 2 The Nyaya-Vaisesikas postulate primal

atoms as the material cause of the world. They argue that

a produced substance must have as its material cause what

is smaller in size than its own size. A piece of cloth, for

instance, is produced by the threads which are smaller in

size than its own size. Just as the threads join together and

constitute a cloth, the primal atoms by a process of

1 VPS, p. 205.

2 VPS, p. 208.

vimatdh sarve vikardh sukha-duhkha-moha-sdmdnya-prakrtikdh,

tadamita-svabhavatvad, ye yad-anvita-svabhavas te tatprakrtikdh,

yathd mrdanvita mrt-prakrtikah saravadayah, tatha vimatah sarvavi-

kara avibhaktaikaprakrtikah parimitatvad anekatvad vikaratvdcca

saravadivad iti sdnkhyah pradhanam anumimate.
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conjunction become the world. The Sunya-vadins consider

the void to be the material cause. They maintain that every

product is preceded by non-existence since it has a prior state

which while being capable of being cognized is not cognized.

The Yogas declare Hiranyagarbha to be the material cause;

and the Saivas assert that Pasupati is the material cause .

1

All these views, in the opinion of the Advaitin, are

wrong. The Sankhya theory that the generality of happi-

ness, misery and delusion is the material cause of all modifi-

cations cannot bear reasoning. Happiness, etc., which are

internal cannot be the cause of pot, etc., which are external.

On the ground that all modifications are accompanied by

the generality of happiness, etc., it is not possible to state

that the latter is the cause of the former. Qualities like

whiteness accompany cloth, and generality like “ potness
”

accompanies pot; but whiteness is not the material cause of

cloth, nor is “ potness ” the cause of pot. The Logicians

argue that a produced substance must be a product of a thing

•smaller in size than its own size. But this is not always the

case. Two long and broad silk cloths twisted together be-

come the rope-substance. Here, the rope-substance is pro-

duced by two things which are larger in size than its own size.

Further, the Logician must admit that primal atoms have

parts, since their product, the dyad, has parts. The reason-

ing of the Sunya-vadin also is inconclusive. A product is

not preceded by a state which is not cognized, while being

capable of being cognized. The prior state of the pot is

•clay; and clay is perceptually cognized. As for the views of

the Yogas and the Saivas, they are to be rejected because

they conflict with the Veda .
2

What are non-intelligent like the pradhana and primal

atoms cannot be the cause of distinctly regulated creation.

1 VPS, p. 209.

2 VPS, p. 209.
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The universe is a cosmos and not a chaos. The rhythmic

movement of the suns and the stars, the music of the spheres,

the enchanting song of the nightingale, the beautiful form of

the black antelope—all these cannot be the handiwork of

either a blind force or of a chance coincidence of atoms

colliding together. Without the postulation of an intelli-

gence possessing omniscience and omnipotence, the regulated

creation of the universe is not intelligible. The world is of

the form of an arrangement that cannot be conceived even

by the mind. How can that which is not omniscient and

omnipotent create such a world? That the cause of the world.

Isvara, is omniscient is declared by the scriptural text, “ He
who is omniscient.” 1

The Svabhava-vadin wants to do away with all extra-

neous causes. Thinking that the four elements alone are

real, that perception is the sole means of valid knowledge

and that the doctrine of nature is alone the absolute truth,

he says that every product is originated by its very nature.

But his view is extremely defective. A product cannot be

its own cause, because of self-dependence. Nor is a product

originated without a cause, since there would be simultaneous

existence and non-existence of an object, if it be not produced

by a cause. Hence, the doctrine of the Advaitin that the

omniscient, omnipotent Isvara is the cause remains unshaken .
2

4. Ideas of God

Even non-Advaitins like the Vaisesikas, Yogas and Naiya-

yikas admit of a God who is omniscient and omnipotent.

But their idea of God differs vitally from that of the Advaitin;

and while they reach their conclusion through bare reasoning,

the Advaitin takes his stand on Scripture and utilizes such

1 Mund., I, i, 9.

2 VPS, p. 210.
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argumentation as is favourable to the declarations of Sruti.

The Vaisesikas argue that the universe must have a creator

who knows all, e.g., the material cause, etc., since it is a

product, like a house. But, here, the reasoning is not sound.

There is nothing to prevent the world from having many

creators or a non-omniscient creator. A house, verily, may

be the product of many men; and it does not require omni-

science on the part of one who builds the house. The Yogas

regard God as the terminus of the capacities for cognition

and lordship. These capacities increasing in degree terminate

somewhere, since they are properties that increase, like size.

This argument of the Yogas is defective. Even some of

those who maintain that there is no Isvara say that there

are deities which are the termini of the capacities for cogni-

tion and lordship .
1 According to the Yogas, the Lord is a

purusa-visesa (special soul) who is not conjoined with

blemishes, karmas, fruits and their residual impressions.

Like the jiva, he is intelligent and unattached. If like the

finite self, God be without attachment, how can he be the

‘ prime mover 5
of prakrtil The follower of the Yoga has a

ready answer to give. God is not an ordinarypurusa
;
he is a

purusa-visesa, a distinguished soul (primus inter pares). It is be-

cause of his supremacy that he directs the universe, controls

the course of creation. Otherwise, the universe would be

like a kingdom without a king, an army without a captain.

Of the Lord, Scripture declares the directorship of the

universe in the text, “For fear of him wind blows; for

fear of him move the sun and the stars ”. 2 Since God is

without the blemishes which pertain to the jivas, he can well

be the controller of the world. It is no doubt true that even

the purusas are by nature undefiled; but since they do not

discriminate themselves from the products of prakrti, say the

1 VPS, pp. 190, 211.

2 Tait.y II, viii, 1.
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Yogas, blemishes, karmas, etc., belong to them .
1 This view

is, as we saw, not sound. If God be only the foremost

among the finites, he ceases to be a God with an infinity of
perfections. Such a view of God would satisfy neither the

philosophical intellect nor the religious heart. The Naiyayikas

believe that the Lord is the dispenser of the fruit of karma
such as merit and demerit, and argue that in order that he

may do his work he must possess knowledge of that fruit,

even as an earthly master should know the fruit of service

before granting it to his servants. Now, this inference

does not distinguish the Lord from the deities, etc.,

admitted by those who maintain that there is no Isvara .
2

The Logicians predicate of the Lord such attributes like

cognition, effort and desire, and they regard these qualities

as eternal. Isvara differs from the jivas only in the

nature of his attributes, not otherwise. His attributes are

eternal, while those of the jivas are not. “ He has desires

that come true, resolves that are real.” 3 The Naiyayika

view is not valid for the reason that it does not regard God
as the material cause of the world. If God be only an

efficient cause, he cannot be infinite and eternal. The views

of the Vaisesikas, Yogas and Naiyayikas are partial and not

perfect. The Vaisesikas think of God as the omniscient

creator on the analogy of the potter that makes a pot or an

engineer that builds a house. The Yogas consider God to

be the apex of the pyramid of souls, the locus where termi-

nate the capacities for cognition and lordship. And the

Naiyayikas regard him as the dispenser of justice. Even the

Advaitin advances some such arguments to establish God.

We have already seen how the argument from design is advo-

cated by him. But he never errs like the others in regarding

XPA VI, 105-108.

8 VPS, pp. 190, 211.

8 PD, VI, 109, 110; Chan., VIII, i, 5.
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the arguments as inferences. Argumentation helps us to

have a cognition of the possibility; while the task of inference

is to give us certitude about the thing. Inference cannot

yield us God, because he is super-sensuous and supra-rational.

All inference about God is bound to be vitiated by defects

such as we have seen above. There is no harm, however, if

such argumentation as is auxiliary to Scripture be brought

into use. The same syllogisms of the Vaisesikas and others,

though defective as inference, are valid as possessing the

character of argumentation (tarka) which is the cause of the

cognition of possibility in respect of Brahman established by

Scripture. Another defect, as we have observed already, is

that none of these views regards God as the material cause.

And if God be not the material cause, he must be a condi-

tioned, finite and imperfect being, fimited by the material out

of which he has to mould the universe .
1

Having set aside some of the metaphysical attempts to

define God, we shall now turn to a few of the theological

ideas of God. Some there are who regard Hiranyagarbha as

•God; and they cite the Udgjtha-brahmana as supporting their

doctrine. Some others consider Virat to be the Lord; and

they quote in their support the text: “ He has a thousand

heads, a thousand eyes and a thousand feet.” Still others

say that the four-faced Brahma is the sole creator. Wor-
shipping him for the sake of progeny, they assert that there

is no God other than he. The Vaisnavas hold that Yisnu is

the supreme deity. The Saivas maintain that Siva is the

over-lord. There are other sectarian views championed by
partisans in religion who torture the texts of Sruti in order

to fit them in the procrustean bed of their pre-formed theories.

The conceptions of God vary from the sublime to the

sensuous, from the most lofty to the most ludicrous .

2

1 VPS, p. 212.

2 PD, VI, 111-121.
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All these views the Advaitin regards as imperfect at-

tempts at gauging the nature of God. To him God is both

the material cause and the efficient cause. He takes his

stand on the declaration of Sruti, “ Know maya as the primal

cause, and the Lord as the wielder of maya”

5. Is Isvara a Reflection?

In the Citradlpa Bharatltirtha defines Isvara as the reflec-

tion of intelligence in the impressions of the intellects of all

beings and compares him to the reflection of ether in the

water-particles that constitute the cloud. Maya is like the

cloud, the impressions of the intellect are like the particles

of water present in the cloud, and the reflection of intelligence

is like the reflection of the sky in the water-particles. The

reflection of intelligence in mdya is the mayin, the supreme

Lord. Scripture declares that he is the omniscient inner

ruler, the source of the entire universe.1

The Citradlpa view that the reflection of intelligence in

the nescience qualified by the impressions of the intellects is

Isvara comes in for criticism.
2 It is thus : what is the adjunct

of Isvara? Is it bare nescience, or nescience as associated

with the impressions, or bare impression ? If bare nescience be

the adjunct of Isvara, there would be conflict with the view

that Isvara is the reflection in the nescience qualified by the

impressions of the intellect. Nor is the second alternative

that the adjunct is nescience as associated with the impressions

sound, for it is in keeping with the law of parsimony to

regard nescience alone as the adjunct. It may be said that

if bare nescience be regarded as the adjunct there would not

1 PD, VI, 156, 157; SveL, IV, 10.

mayam tu prakrtirh vidydnmdyinam tu maheharam,

tasyavayava-bhutaistu. vyaptarh sarvamidam jagat.

2 SLS, Commentary, p. 77; Vrttiprabhdkara (Hindi), pp. 337, 338.
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be established omniscience for the Lord, and that the impres-

sions of the intellects are said to be the qualification of

nescience so that omniscience may be possible for the Lord.

But this is wrong. When it is possible to establish omni-

science through the .sattM-psychoses of nescience, it is futile

to accept the impression of intellect as the qualification of

nescience. Further, omniscience cannot be established

through the impressions of the intellects. There is not for

each impression the capacity to apprehend all things. Hence,,

we must regard all impressions as the qualification of nesci-

ence, if omniscience is to be established. But except at the

time of pralaya (deluge), it is not possible for all impressions

to exist together at the same time. And so omniscience is

not established through impressions. The third alternative

that the bare impressions are the adjuncts of Isvara is also

unintelligible. Is Isvara the reflection in each of the impres-

sions? Or is he the one reflection present in all the impres-

sions ? On the first alternative, there would be many Isvaras,.

since the impressions of the intellects of the innumerable

jivas are many. And moreover, parviscience would have

to be predicated of Isvara, since the impression of each

intellect is limited in its scope for knowledge. Nor is the

second alternative intelligible. Except in pralaya
, all the

impressions cannot exist at the same time; and there cannot

be a single reflection in many impressions. Hence, concludes

the critic, bare nescience is to be regarded as the adjunct of

Isvara and the assumption of the impressions of the intellects

as the qualification of nescience serves no useful purpose.

Bharatitlrtha identifies Isvara who is the reflection of

intelligence in the impressions of the intellects of all beings

with the blissful self of the sleep state described in the

Mandukya.1 But how can the blissful self of the sleep state

which is the jiva be the omniscient Lord? The same vijnana-
1 PD, VI, 138; Mandukya, 5.
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maya self which functions in waking and dream is called

anandamaya in sleep. If the anandamaya be Isvara, then, in

waking and dream there would be no Isvara, since from these

two states the sheath of bliss is absent. And further, there

must be admitted a separate Isvara for every jiva in sleep.

In all the relevant scriptural texts the jiva is vested with five

sheaths. Bharatltlrtha himself declares so in the Pancakosa-

viveka. Hence, it is not intelligible to accept the view that

the Lord is the blissful self of the state of sleep.

In the Brahmananda Bharatltlrtha says that the blissful

self of sleep is but the jiva. The intention of the great pre-

ceptor is not to declare that the blissful self of sleep is Isvara.

For the supreme Self there are three qualified cosmic forms

and three qualified individual forms. In the Citradlpa with

the example of the artistically worked cloth, pure intelligence

and its three qualified cosmic (adhidaivata) forms are des-

cribed. A piece of canvas is first bleached, then stiffened

with starch, sketched with lines and finally filled in with

paint. Similarly, the self which is by nature pure intelligence

is called Antaryamin (Isvara) when it is associated with maya,

Sutratman (Hiranyagarbha) when it creates the subtle uni-

verse, and Yirat when it is the cause of the gross world. The

individual forms of the self are three. When in sleep the

internal organ is resolved, the witness of the bare nescience

is prajha

;

and it is called anandamaya. In dream, that which

has a conceit in the individual subtle body is taijasa. In

waking, what has a conceit in the individual gross body is

visva. The Mandukya Sruti includes the adhyatma forms in

the adhidaiva forms to facilitate the passage from the con-

ditioned to the unconditioned. Hence the identification of

Isvara with the blissful self of sleep or with the reflection of

intelligence in the impressions ofthe intellects of all beings has

for purport the declaration of the truth that the adhidaiva and

adhyatma forms are but the forms of the same supreme Self.
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6. Isvara, Hiranyagarbha and Virat

Under the three cosmic forms the Self comes to be

called, as we saw, Isvara, Hiranyagarbha and Virat. Isvara

is Brahman qualified by maya. He is the material and effi-

cient cause of the world. He is like the bleached canvas

which is stiffened with starch, pure but serving as the

substrate of world-creation. Hiranyagarbha or Sutratman is

the cosmic subtle form of the Self. He is of the nature of

all jivas put together; for he has conceit in the subtle bodies

of them all. He possesses the powers of action, knowledge,

etc. Just as early in the morning or late in the evening the

world appears to be immersed in twilight, in the form of

Hiranyagarbha the universe is presented in an indistinct

manner. Just as the canvas stiffened with starch is sketched

with lines, the form of the Lord is invested with the subtle

bodies, the non-quintuplicated elements. Like the grains

which shoot their sprouts, Isvara who is the womb of the

universe attains in the form of Hiranyagarbha the tender

stage of the sprout. He is the seed of the worlds, he is the

sprout of the spheres.1 The form of Virat is the full-blown

stage of the universe, comparable to the world in the noon-

day glare, the canvas filled in with paint, or the grains which

have borne their fruit. In the Visvarupa- dhyaya of the

Yajur-Veda and in the Purusasukta, Virat is described as of

the cosmic form comprising all beings from the highest

Brahma down to a blade of grass.2 All things are his visible

forms. Each being is a fragment of his cosmic vesture. He
is the mighty Lord whose crown is the heaven and footstool

the earth,

“ Whose dwelling is the light of setting suns.

And the round ocean, and the living air,

1 PD, VI, 200-203.

2 PD, VI, 204, 205.
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And the blue sky, and in the mind of man;

A motion and a spirit that impels

All thinking things, all objects of all thoughts.

And rolls through all things.”1

7. The Jiva and Its Vestures

The jiva is a reflection of intelligence (cidabhasa) in the

impure-^^w-predominant avidya .

2 More correctly, the jiva

is the substrate intelligence plus the subtle body plus the

reflection of intelligence therein.3 It is the self endowed

with a psycho-physical organism. Just as the ether defined

by the pot, the pot with water, and the reflection of the sky

in the water constitute the pot and its content, similarly the

intelligence which is the substrate as defined by an individual

mind-body system is the jiva. The individual self gets itself

involved in misery and metempsychosis. It is caught up in

a vortex of ceaseless change. Deluded by avidya, the jiva

identifies itself with the mind-body composite and deems itself

to be the enjoyer of the sweets and bitters of fife. It acts in

order to enjoy and enjoys in order to act. Like the worms

that are carried away in a wild stream from one whirlpool

to another, the jiva is driven from birth to death and from

death to birth in a continuous cycle of empirical existence.4

The cosmos which has its origination in the Lord’s con-

templation (iksana) finds its completion in the production of

jivatva. Of the entire external world of the living and the

non-living the Lord is the artificer. Of the internal world of

1 Wordsworth, Tintern Abbey.

2 In order to make a difference between the Immutable and the jiva,

Bharatxtirtha defines the jiva simply as a reflection. But this distinction

is rather strained; and he himself relinquishes it in many places. See

PD, I, 17.

3PA IV, 11.

4 PA I, 30.
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transmigratory existence which begins in the state of waking

and ends in release, the jiva is the author. The jiva is the

progenitor of its own microcosmic world. “ That jiva, being

deluded by maya and established in the body, creates every-

thing. In waking it alone finds satisfaction in the manifold

objects of enjoyment like woman, food, drink, etc.” It is

the agent of actions and the enjoyer of the fruits thereof.

Even in dream, the jiva is the enjoyer of pleasure and pain

in a world created by its own mdya. If in waking the jiva

sports with the external world, in dream the sphere of its

ravings is the internal world of fiction and fancy.” “ At

the time of sleep when all is resolved, it attains the form of

bliss, being overpowered by tamas.” “And again due to

•conjunction with the karma of its previous life, the same jiva

•dreams and wakes.” 1 The jiva is tossed from one birth to

another, from one state of existence to another, like the

weaver’s shuttle, without cessation. It lives in the cocoon

•of its own making. From death to death it travels by the

force of its delusion.

The impure-^^va-predominant prakrti is avidya or

nescience. The self having avidya as the adjunct is the jiva.

It is endowed with a psycho-physical organism for the sake

of enjoyment. It is said, to possess three bodies, causal,

subtle and gross. The causal body of the jiva is nescience;

and as qualified by that body, it is known as prajna. The
causal body {karana-sarira) is so called because, as a parti-

cular aspect of prakrti which is the parent of the subtle and

gross bodies, etc., it is the cause {karana), and because it is

•destroyed (siryate) by true knowledge .
2

The subtle body {suksma-sarird) consists of the five

organs of sense, the five of action, the five vital airs, mind
.and intellect. From the tam&s-predominant prakrti the five

1 PD, VII, 4.

2 PD, 1, 17.
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great elements, viz., ether, air, fire, water and earth spring

forth. From the sattva-parts of these five elements are born

respectively the five organs of sense; and those parts together

produce the internal organ, which owing to a difference in

function is divided into mind imams) that deliberates and

intellect (buddhi) that decides. From the rajas-paxts of the

five elements are created respectively the five organs of

action; and from them as a collective whole the five vital

airs are derived. These seventeen factors go to make up

the subtle body of the jiva which, as having conceit therein,

comes to be called taijasa.1 The gross body (sthula-sarlra)

of the jiva is its particular physical frame which is a com-

posite of the quintuplicated elements. When the jiva has

conceit in its physical body, it is called visva 2 Thus the

three forms of the jiva are conditioned by the three vestures

it wears. There is also another way of characterizing the

three forms of the jiva. The paramarthika (absolute) self is

the substrate of the subtle and gross bodies. The pratibhasika

(apparent) self is the subject of the dream world. And the

vydvahdrika (empirical) self is the agent and enjoyer of the

waking experience.

8. Is the Jiva One or Many?

Among Advaitins there are some who hold that there is

only one jiva and others who maintain that there are many

jlvas. A section of the eka-jlva-vadins argues thus: There

is only a single jiva animating only one body. The other

bodies are non-animated like the ones seen in dream. The

entire universe is illusorily posited by the nescience which

belongs to that jiva. All empirical usage is apparent

like dream-cognitions. There is not even the distinction

1 PD, I, 18-24.

2 PD, 1,29.

14
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between the bound and the released, since the jlva is

single. The release of Suka, etc., is assumptive like the

release of persons seen in dreams .
1 In the view of the

eka-jlva-vadin
, other selves “ are such stuff as dreams

are made on, and our (their) little life is rounded with a

sleep.” 2

The world of the living and the non-living is a fiction

created by a single jiva animating a single body (eka

-

sariraika-jiva-vada).

Another section of the eka-jlva-vadins is not satisfied

with the view that there is only one animated body. It holds

that Hiranyagarbha which is a reflection of Brahman is the

one principal jiva. The other jivas are reflections of this

principal jiva, and are similar to the apparent clothings put

on the bodies of human beings sketched on an artistically

worked cloth. Thus, this section of Advaitins adopts the

view of a single jiva with many distinctive bodies (savisesa-

ekasariraika-jiva-vada)

.

3

A third group of eka-jlva-vadins contends that, since

Hiranyagarbhas vary with each aeon, it is not possible to

determine which Hiranyagarbha is the principal jiva. Hence
it prefers the view of a single jiva animating many bodies

without distinction (avisesa-jiekasariraika-jiva-vada) . The
non-recollection of one’s happiness, etc., by another is

explained as due to the difference of bodies. In all these

three varieties of eka-jiva-vada there is no distinction

between the bound and the released, since there is only a
single jiva .

4

Such of those Advaitins who do not agree with the views

set forth above resort to the view of many jivas, through the

1 SLS, Vol. II, p. 27.

2 Shakespeare, Tempest, Act. iv, Sc. 1 .

3 SLS, Yol. II, p. 28.
4 SLS, Yol. II, p. 28.
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admission of the internal organ, etc., as adjuncts of the jiva.

The jivas are many because of the plurality of adjuncts.

And since the jivas are many, the distinction between

bondage and release is recognized .
1

It is difficult to determine which of these theories Bharati-

tirtha favours. By his assumption of the distinction between

the bound and the released and by his drawing a difference

between the apparent world of dreams and the empirical

world of every day existence, it would appear that he supports

the view of many jivas. In the Tattvaviveka, he declares that

the jivas are many because of the difference in the grades of

impurity present in avidya .

2 The jivas are of many kinds,

the devas, humans, sub-humans, etc.

At one place in the Vivarana-prameya-sangraha
, how-

ever, Bharatitirtha writes as one who maintains the view of

a single self.
3 If he be asked how, then, could there be the

distinction between the bound and the released, he replies:

You who ask of me about the distinction between bondage

and release, you alone are the self, the one consistency of

intelligence; all jivas, other than you whether already released,

being released or to be released, are posited by your

nescience, as in dreams. Scripture, no doubt, declares about

the release of Vamadeva, etc.; but it has the purport of

praising Brahman-knowledge. And this being the case, there

is no room for doubt as for whom there are bondage and

release whether in the state of transmigration or in the state

of release. Thus in the sight of each person, he alone is the

self, all others being illusorily posited by his nescience. As

for the non-recollection of the happiness, misery, etc., of one

1 SLS, Vol. II, p. 28.

2 PD , I, 17.

3 VPS, p. 243. The Vivarayakara is believed to have advocated the

view of one jiva. Hence Bharatitlrtha’s leanings to this view in the

Vivarana-prameya-sangraha.
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individual by another, that is due to the difference of bodies;

for in the case of even a single self non-recollection is seen

in respect of past bodies .

1

This view of Bharatitirtha borders on solipsism. We-

have already seen how in interpreting the Brhadaranyaka

text “For the love of the self everything is dear,” etc., he

dangerously comes near subjectivism. But one feels on

reading Bharatitirtha’s works that he is not a subjectivist.

The difficulty of expounding Advaita arises when one has to

speak from two levels of reality. From the standpoint of

the Absolute, there is no world and no jiva. Hence the

question about the number of jivas does not there arise. But

from the empirical point of view difference of jivas has to-

be acknowledged. The subjectivistic and solipsistic tenden-

cies in Bharatltlrtha are adventitious and not essential. Even

in the passage we quoted above, he does not style himself

as eka-jlva-vadin. He purports to say that the self which is.

of one consistency of intelligence is single and that all jivas

are posited by nescience; and this self he identifies with the

real self of his interlocutor.

In explaining the view of a single jiva with many distinc-

tive .bodies (savisesa-neka-sarirai-ka-jiva-vada), Appayya

Dlksita takes the illustration of the artistically worked cloth

from the Citradipa. From this it may be surmised that Bharati-

tirtha is an upholder of the doctrine of one jiva. But there

is no evidence for this in the Citradipa. Hiranyagarbha is

not described there as the principal jiva. He is defined as

the inner self conjoined to the subtle bodies of all beings..

The jivas are called reflections of intelligence (cidabhasah)

and not apparent jivas (jivabhasah ). They are compared to

the human figures with apparent clothes on sketched on the

canvas in order to distinguish them from non-intelligent

things.

1 VPS, p. 265.
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9. Relation between Jiva and Isvara

How are the Lord or Brahman 1 and the jiva related?

Are they different from each other? Or is there a relation

of difference cum non-difference between them? Or are they

non-different?

There cannot be real difference between the Lord and

the jiva, since perception, etc., are not evidence therefor.2

Perception is not the evidence, since the jiva and the Lord

are super-sensuous. 3 Perception is dependent on sense-

contact and sense-contact is not possible either with the jiva

or with Isvara. Nor can the mind without the help of sense-

contact apprehend the difference between the Lord and the

jiva, since it is an auxiliary to pramana and not an indepen-

dent means of valid knowledge. Similarly, inference is not

an evidence for the difference of the jiva from the Lord. The

Advaitin admits empirical difference caused by nescience;

and hence no purpose would be served by an inference which

establishes adventitious difference. As for real difference,

that is not possible to be inferred, since there is inertness as

an extraneous adjunct conditioning all inferences formulated

for establishing the difference of the self.. Nor is presumption

an evidence in respect of difference, since there is nothing

unintelligible in the absence of real difference. If the Lord

were really different from the jiva, there would result

non-selfhood for him. Nor does non-cognition establish the

difference of the jiva from the Lord. For anupalabdhi (non-

•cognition) to be possible, the mind must have the non-

cognition of what is capable of being cognized; but the Lord

is not capable of being cognized by the mind.4 The evidence

1 Isvara, as we said, is but Brahman qualified by maya.

2 VPS, p. 242.

3 VPS, p. 265.

4 For a fuller criticism of difference see Bhedadhikkara.
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of Scripture is definitely against difference. Sruti condemns

difference in such texts like, “ Then, he who worships a

different God, saying ‘ He is different, I am different,’ he does

not know,” 1 “ From death to death he goes who sees differ-

ence here as it were,” and “ There are no differents whatever

here ”. 2

The Bhedabheda-vadins say that there is difference cum

non-difference between the jiva and Brahman because of

such sacred teaching as “He who stands within the self,”

“ This that is within all is thyself,” 3 etc. But they have to

state whether the difference between the jiva and Brahman is

removed by knowledge or not. If the difference be not

removed, there would be no release. If it be removed, then,

what is that knowledge which removes it? It cannot be such

knowledge as has difference cum non-difference for content;

for that knowledge cannot remove difference which is a part

of its own content. If it be said that some other knowledge

having non-difference alone for content removes difference,

then, what is the means of valid knowledge which originates

the knowledge of non-difference ? The sacred teaching cannot

be the originator thereof, since, in the view of the Bheda-

bheda-vadin, it has for content difference cum non-difference.

Even admitting that there is somehow the generation of the

knowledge of non-difference, there would be illusoriness for

difference, if removable by knowledge. Nor may it be said

that while ignorance is removed by knowledge, difference

perishes through ritual acts alone; for Scripture declares that

the removal of difference is caused by knowledge in “He
who knows Brahman becomes Brahman itself.”

4 Then it

may be thought that there is no illusoriness for difference,

1 VPS, p. 241, Brh., I, iv, 10.

2 Brh, IV, iv, 19.

3 Brh, III, iv, 1.

4 Mui}d, III, ii, 9.
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though removable by knowledge, as for the antecedent non-
existence of knowledge which also vanishes with the dawn of
knowledge. Even thus, how are there both difference and
non-difference of the jiva from Brahman? Is the jiva non-
different from Brahman through that aspect in respect of
which there is difference, or through some other aspect? On
the first alternative, non-difference too would be removed on
the removal of difference, because the aspect which deter-

mines difference is identical with that which conditions

non-difference. On the second, ritualistic acts cannot remove
the difference which is an attribute of the jiva that is of the

nature of the partless Brahman. It may be said that the

difference is discarded through knowledge. But even then,

if the jiva be qualified per accidens by that difference, then

the jiva would be no other than Brahman; and thus there

would be no place for the relation of difference cum
non-difference. If, on the other hand, difference be an
essential attribute of the jiva, then, when difference is des-

troyed, the jiva too would perish. It may be said that, even

though the qualified form as the jiva may perish, the jiva in

the aspect of the substrate of the qualification remains to

enjoy release consisting in identity with Brahman. But then

it must be logically admitted that even in the stage of

transmigration the jiva is that same substrate-aspect, which

has attained identity with Brahman; for that which is the

locus of release cannot be different from that which is the

locus of transmigration. It is not that one self transmigrates

while another is released. Hence, difference is not essential

to the jiva. Scripture does not support the view of difference

cum non-difference. It condemns, instead, difference and

declares non-difference in such texts as “ It is to be seen as

one alone ’V “ Other than this there is no seer ”,2
etc. The

1 Brh, IV, iv, 20.

2 VPS, p. 231; Brh., Ill, vii, 23.
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Bhedabheda-vadins wrongly cite such scriptural texts as “He
who stands within the self,” etc., in support of their view.

These passages do not declare difference cum non-difference.

On the contrary they teach non-difference after restating the

difference established through delusion .
1

In order that the eternal release of Brahman may be

distinguished from the eternal bondage of the jiva, the jiva

is declared to be different and non-different from Brahman.

If there be absolute non-difference, it is asked, how could

Brahman itself create the world for its own transmigration?

How could the pure become impure ?
2

Before an answer can be given to this question it is

necessary to consider critically the concept of difference cum

non-difference. Difference cum non-difference is possible

only where there is either the relation of the general and the

particular, or the relation of quality and the possessor of the

quality, or the relation of effect and cause, or the relation of

the qualified and the pure, or the relation of part and whole.

But none of these relations is intelligible as between the jiva

and Brahman. It may be said that there is the relation of

part and whole, because of the traditional code “ In the

world of jivas, a part of me alone ” 3 and the scriptural text

“ All beings are a quarter of him ”. 4 But, no. The scrip-

tural passage “ Without kalas
” 5 declares that the self is

partless
;
and the traditional code and Sruti text quoted above

assert the littleness of the jiva in order to declare the infinitude

of Brahman. Indeed, if Brahman have parts, it would be

mutable like a pot which is created by the parts. This defect

may be overcome by regarding “ having parts ” as due to

1 VPS, p. 232.

2 VPS, pp. 241, 242.

3 Bh. G., XV, 7.

4 Chan., Ill, vii, 6.

6 Svet., VI, 19.
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adjuncts like the intellect. But even then, real difference

would not be established. Verily, the edge of a razor cannot
really cut the partless ether. The internal organ, etc., are

not capable of really differentiating Brahman from the jiva;

for it is inconceivable how Brahman could create adjuncts

for its own evil. It cannot be said that the creation of

adjuncts is for the sake of the jiva, for prior to that creation

there is not established the difference of jiva from Brahman.
Karma, nescience and residual impression cannot be the

•cause of differentiation, because they are not adjuncts of the

jiva. It is only the internal organ which is a substance that

is an adjunct of the jiva .
1

It may be thought that difference and non-difference

between the jiva and Brahman are similar to the difference

and non-difference that exist between, say, a blue lily and
an yellow fruit. Though difference is natural between the

lily and the fruit, they are non-different in their generic

nature as substances. But this way of thinking is not valid.

Between the jiva and Brahman there is declared apposition in

This self is Brahman ”. Such an apposition is not possible

between the lily and the fruit. It would be absurd to say
“ The blue lily is the yellow fruit ”. However much he may
try, the Bhedabheda-vadin will not be able to make his posi-

tion intelligible. Difference conditioned by adjuncts is

superimposed on Brahman, and hence it is only a delusion.

It cannot be maintained by him who holds the view of

difference cum non-difference that the assumption of differ-

ence is for making the distinction between being a trans-

migrator and not being a transmigrator intelligible; for

non-difference too being accepted by him the non-distinction

continues as before. If he declare that the distinction is

stated in dependence on the aspect of difference, then, even

the Advaitin could easily explain the distinction as due to

1 VPS, p. 242.
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the conjunction and non-conjunction of nescience, etc., with

Brahman. Nor may it be said that the existence and non-

existence of conjunction in respect of one and the same thing,

are unintelligible; for the Bhedabheda-vadin admits the

existence and non-existence of difference in one and the same

place. Even if non-difference be but oneness, difference and

non-difference in one and the same place are certainly

contradictory. It is said that though the jiva that is a part

is a transmigrator, there is not that character for Brahman,

the whole. But such a view is quite irrational. How can

the transmigratoriness of the part remain without affecting

the character of the whole? Hence the very ground for

postulating the view of difference cum non-difference is

slippery. It was said by the Bhedabheda-vadin that, if there

were absolute non-difference, impurity consisting in transmi-

gration would have to be predicated of Brahman. But he is

himself unwittingly involved in the defect he wishes to avoid.

On his view, there can be no non-transmigratoriness for

Brahman. On the contrary, being non-different from all

jlvas and all worlds. Brahman would itself be the repository

of the entire host of defects. On the view of the Advaitin,

however, in Brahman there is not any defect; the pure does

never become impure. The darkness, etc., of the reflection,

verily, do not belong to the prototype. Difference between
Brahman and the jiva is not envisaged by Scripture. Besides

condemning difference, it declares non-difference in such

texts like “ This is thy self, the internal ruler, immortal.” 1

10. Pratibimba-vada and Avaccheda-vada

Although all Advaitins subscribe to the doctrine of non-
difference—otherwise they would cease to be Advaitins

—

they differ in the mode of expounding the doctrine. Some
1 Brh Ill, vii, 3; VPS, pp. 242, 243.
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of them consider both the Lord and the jiva to be reflections

of Brahman. Some others regard the Lord as the prototype

and the jiva as his reflection. Still others hold the jiva to be

intelligence defined by nescience. Yet others maintain that

the jiva is neither a reflection nor nescience-defined-intelli-

gence but that it is Brahman which has forgotten its

infinitude. Bharatitirtha records some of these views at the

end of the seventh varnaka (section) in the Vivarana-prameya-

sangraha, following the Vivarana-kara, and says that all of

them are final positions. Some Advaitins, he declares, draw

a distinction between maya and avidya, regard Brahman,

which is in the position of the prototype and endowed with

the energy of maya

,

as the cause and the jivas as reflections,

each separately conditioned by avidya. Some others, without

making a difference between maya and avidya, hold that the

pure Brahman reflected in maya is the cause and that the

jivas are bound by avidya. The author of the Brahma-siddhi

advocates a subjectivistic view. According to him, the jivas

themselves create the world due to delusion. They are

separately deluded in respect of Brahman envisaging it as of

the form of the world, because of their own nescience. Their

worlds correspond, and are not identical. Each jiva is

circumscribed by its own creation. Each one is involved in

a circular panorama. Brahman, however, is spoken of as

the cause figuratively, because it is the substrate of the world.

There is also another way in which the subjectivistic view is

set forth. Brahman alone through its own avidya is said to

manifest itself illusorily in the form of the world, as in

dreams, etc .

1

Among post-Sankara Advaitins there has arisen a con-

troversy over the way in which the jiva is to be regarded.

The. pratibimba-vada favoured by the Vivarana-kara and

endorsed by Bharatitirtha in the Vivarana-prameya-sangraha

1 VPS, pp. 224, 225.



220 THE PHILOSOPHY OF ADVAITA

declares the jiva to be the reflection of Brahman which as

the prototype is Isvara. The avaccheda-vada which is ascribed

to Yacaspati and those of his way of thinking regards the

jiva as intelligence defined by nescience. Sankara uses the

analogy of reflection and that of pot-defined ether in order

to make clear the adventitious nature of jivatva. To his

mind there seems to have been no discrepancy between

regarding the jiva as a reflection and considering it to be

nescience-defined intelligence. Those who came after him,

however, strained the analogies and ranked themselves either

as pratibimba-mdins or as avaccheda-vadins.

This is how the Vivarana view is explained : the jiva is

a reflection of intelligence present in egoity; and since there

is no difference between the prototype and the reflection, the

jiva is non-different from Brahman. The reflected face in a

mirror, for example, is not other than the prototype. It is

identical with the original face, with certain traits such as

facing oneself, being located in the mirror, etc., superimposed

thereon. The experienced difference between what is present

on one’s shoulders and what is present in the mirror is sub-

lated by the recollection of oneness in the form “ This face

is mine Further, if there were difference, reflection would
be impossible. What is called reflection is neither a seal

imposed on the mirror by the face, nor is it a transformation

of the very parts of the mirror, due to the proximity of the

prototype. The reflection is not a seal, because it is not

always seen that the prototype and the reflection are of the

same size and because there is no conjunction between the

face and the mirror. And it is not a transformation of the

parts of the mirror, because of the contingence of the con-

tinuance of that reflection, even on the removal of the

prototype which is the efficient cause. Moreover, merely

because of the proximity of the face, the parts of the mirror

cannot get transformed into the form of the face; otherwise.
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a sculptor, when he wants to fashion an image out of mirror-

material, would only bring the prototype into the proximity

of a mirror, instead of engaging in such activities as

chiselling, etc. Further, the transformation in the form of

a facial reflection is not sound, because when the mirror is

felt through touch by the hand, it is an even surface that is

cognized and not the condition of having depressions and

prominences like the eyes, the nose, etc. Hence, there is not

another face in the mirror. It is the prototype that appears

as if in the mirror. And it is the location of the reflection in

the mirror, etc., that are illusory, and not the reflection itself.
1

The Advaitavidyacarya, who does not brook the identi-

fication of the reflection with the prototype, maintains that

the reflection is but a creation. He says that children and

savages look for a face behind the mirror. They do not

cognize the reflection to be identical with the prototype.

The sublating cognition denies not merely the location of the

original face in the mirror; it makes known the unreality of

the reflection. The acarya goes on to attribute a theory to

the advocates of the Vivarana view, which theory, however,

finds no support in the Vivarana-prameya-sangraha. In the

Siddhantalesa the followers of the Vivarana are made to say

that “ in reflection, rays of light proceeding from the eyes,

of the observer are turned back by the reflecting medium,

go back to the prototype face and apprehend it ”. 2 This is-

certainly an implausible theory; and it comes in for rightful

criticism. But Bharatitlrtha himself, who was an adherent

of the Vivarana view or at least an exponent thereof in the

Vivarana-prameya-sangraha,
seems to reject this theory. He

says 3 that those, who think that there is no reflection at all

and that the rays from the eyes reflected by the mirror turn

1 VPS, pp. 65-67.

2 Mr. S. S. Suryanarayana Sastri’s Introduction to SLS, Vol. I, p. 33.

3 VPS, p. 67.
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back and apprehend the prototype itself as non-discriminated

from the mirror, are in the wrong. They are to be refuted,

he adds, even by the patent experience of the reflection facing

oneself, etc. Though the simultaneous existence of the face

in two different places is impossible, it can be intelligibly

explained by regarding the existence in the mirror as a

product of maya.

A more formidable objection against the pratibimba-vada

is the impossibility of a reflection of intelligence. How can

the colourless, non-material Brahman be reflected in a colour-

less medium, i.e., nescience? Bharatitirtha replies that the

reflection of even the non-material is possible just as the

non-material ether as qualified by the clouds, stars, etc.,

located in itself, is reflected in water. Of pure Brahman,

however, there is no reflection; reflection is predicated of

Brahman only as qualified by maya . There is also evidence

for the jiva being a reflection. Scripture declares, “ It became
the reflection of each form ”

;

1 the traditional code proclaims,
“ It is seen as one and as many, like the moon in water 2

and in the Vedanta-sutra we read, “ For the same reason

there is the comparison to the reflection of the sun, etc.” 3

Incidentally there is a criticism in the Vivarana-prameya-

sangraha of the avaccheda view. If the jiva, like pot-ether,

be defined by an adjunct, it is asked, does Brahman too exist

in the midst of the adjunct of the jiva, or does it not? If it

existed, there would l^e a duplication of intelligence in the

adjunct of the jiva. But no such duplication is seen in the

case of the ether in the pot. And if Brahman be non-existent

in the adjunct, it would cease to be the omnipresent controller

of all. Therefore, the jiva is not defined by an adjunct like

pot-ether. The example of pot-ether is given in the sacred

1 Brh., H, v, 19 and Kafka, V, ix, 10.

2 Brahmabindu, 12.

3 Ved. Sii., Ill, ii, 18; VPS, p. 68.
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teaching in order that the non-attachedness of the self may
be understood. Scripture has no purport in establishing the

jivahood of the defined. The duplicated existence of intelli-

gence, however, is not a defect on the view of the jiva as a

reflection. Just as in the midst of knee-deep water there

exists both the natural ether that is of the volume of the

water and the reflected expansive ether, in the adjunct of the

jiva, namely, egoity, there may intelligibly be present both

the original and the reflected intelligence. Thus the Vivarana

view is that the reflection is of the nature of the real proto-

type, and that illusoriness belongs to the character of being

a reflection and of the difference, error, etc., which bring

about that character .
1

There is a criticism of the avaccheda-vada in the Pahca-

dasl. The avaccheda-vadin believes that there is no need for

assuming a reflection of intelligence. The immutable defined

by the intellect is the jiva. Just as movement, etc., which

really belong to the pot are superimposed on the ether

defined by the pot, the departure from and the advent into

the world, which are in truth conditioned by the movement

of the mind, are illusorily attributed to the intelligence defined

by the intellect. When thus it is possible to account for the

migrations and misery of the jiva through the mere limitation

brought about by the adjunct, viz., intellect, it is prolix, says

the avaccheda-vadin, to assume a reflection of intelligence.

But Bharatitirtha would not agree to this view. If bare

definition be the cause of jivatva, then, even the intelligence

defined by pot, etc., would be jiva. The unattached self

does not become the jiva through bare definition or limita-

tion; otherwise, even hills and dales would be jivas, and there

would be no distinction between the living and the non-living.

Nor may it be said that the intellect differs from pot, etc., in

being clear and pure; for as defining adjuncts they are not

1 VPS, pp. 68, 69.
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really different from the latter. Rice-grains may be measured

out either by a vessel made of wood or by one made of metal.

In either case it makes no difference to the measuring out of

the rice-grains. We do not get more rice in the one and less

in the other. Similarly, the self is conditioned equally by

the intellect and by other adjuncts like pot, etc. There is no

distinction whatever in the matter of defining or limiting the

self. Thus, if the definition of the self by the intellect be

what constitutes jivahood, then, it may be said with equal

validity that even such extraneous adjuncts like pot, etc.,,

convert the self into the jiva.

The avaccheda-vadin may maintain that in the example

of measuring out the rice-grains, though the two vessels,

equally and without any difference whatever measure out

the grains, there is this distinction between them, that while

the wooden vessel has no capacity for reflection, the one

made of metal has. But this is a contingence of the

acceptable. While the non-intelligent objects like pot, etc.,

do not have the capacity to reflect, the intellect, the adjunct

of the jiva, has; and it is this reflection of intelligence that is,

distinctive ofjivatva . Hence, mere definition of the self does,

not invest it with jivahood. Where the adjunct is the intellect,,

there the self is reflected; and this reflection of intelligence is

what is known as the jiva .
1

Much of what has been said against the avaccheda view

is unconvincing. Arguments can be advanced even against

the pratibimba view .

2 Some of them we have already seen,,

and the replies given by the upholder of that view are hardly

convincing. As we said, the controversy in question

is artificial, since it makes too much of analogies,

whose purport is only to illustrate the illusory nature of
jivatva.

1 PD, VIII, 27-31.

2 Sec SLS, p. 93 f. for a detailed criticism of tlie pratibiniba-vdda.



ISVARA AND JlVA 225

In the Pancadasi, Bharatltlrtha holds what is known as

abhasa-vada which is a variety of the pratibimba-vada. While

the Vivarana view regards the reflection as real and identical

with the prototype, according to the theory propounded in

the Pancadasi, the abhasa is wholly illusory. It may be asked

how there can be non-difference of the jiva from Brahman,,

if the former be totally unreal. To this it is replied that the

apposition between the jiva and Brahman is through subla-

tion. Bharatltlrtha reduces even Isvara to a reflection. The

intelligence reflected in maya is the Lord; and the intelligence

reflected in avidya is the jiva. The distinction between mayd

and avidya is this, that while in the former there is a

predominance of pure sattva, in the latter there is a dominance

of impure sattva.

The reflection theory may be advantageous in so far as

it defines the relation of the jiva to Brahman clearly by

employing a common analogy. But there is nothing to be

said in favour of that variety of pratibimba-vada which holds

Isvara too to be a reflection. If the Lord too were a reflec-

tion, there would be nothing to distinguish him from the

jiva. He would be as helpless as the finite self. And since

Isvara also is a reflection, there would not be the relation of

controller and controlled between him and the jiva .

1

We had occasion to point out that the view that the jiva

is a mere reflection is adventitious in the Pancadasi. Bharati-

tirtha, in that work, struggles between two divergent views,

the reflection theory which he adhered to in the Vivarana-

prameya-sangraha and the avaccheda view that he supports

in the Drg-drsya-viveka. The example of the four-fold dis-

tinction in ether is an attempt to combine the theories of

reflection and definition. Bharatltlrtha compares the kutastha

(the immutable witness) to ether defined by pot and the jiva

1 See Mr. S. S. Suryanarayana Sastri’s introduction to SLS, Vol. I,

pp. 39, 40.
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to the reflection of the sky in the pot-water. That this is a

fruitless distinction he soon recognizes and in the Drg-drsya-

viveka he includes the immutable in the jiva-aspect and

teaches only a three-fold division of intelligence. There are

three ways in which the jiva can be conceived, as intelligence

defined by the internal organ, as the reflection of intelligence,

and as one posited by dreams. The first is the absolutely

real jiva (paramarthika) and for it alone there is apposition

in the principal sense with Brahman. The other two are

illusory and they are to be sublated. That the theory of

avaccheda is considered by Bharatitirtha to be superior to

the other two views is evident when he says that the scrip-

tural texts like ‘ That thou art ’ declare the identity of the

defined jiva with the partless Brahman, and not either of the

apparent jiva or of the jiva posited by dream .

1

Thus there would seem to be a gradual transition in the

works of Bharatitirtha from the pratibimba-vada to the

avaccheda-vada. It does not really matter whether the

example of the pot-defined ether be given or the analogy of

reflection be cited. What the preceptors of Advaita aim at

teaching is the non-difference of the jiva from Brahman.

1 Drg-drsya-viveka, £1. 32, 34.



CHAPTER EIGHT

MAYA

L Brahman and Maya

Truth, knowledge, infinitude is Brahman. Mutable, non-

intelligent, finite and perishing is the world. Brahman is

pure, attributeless, impartite and immutable. The world is

a manifold of changing phenomena, fleeting events and finite

things. Brahman is bliss. The universe is ‘ a vale of tears ’.

The problem for the Advaitin is to solve how from the pure

Brahman the impure world of men and things came into

•existence. It is on this rock that most of the monistic

systems break. The absolutist has to explain how the one

became the many. In the previous chapter we found

Brahman to be the material cause and the efficient cause of

the universe. If Brahman be the cause of the world, will

not the blemishes of the latter pertain to the former also?

Will not the non-difference of Brahman be destroyed ? Will

not Brahman cease to be truth, intelligence, bliss? The

answer to these questions was foreshadowed even in the

seventh chapter. Brahman is neither the originating cause

nor the transformed cause of the world. It illusorily appears

as the world; and it suffers nothing by such appearance. The

faults and foibles of the world cannot affect the purity of

Brahman. The attributes of a serpent do not really belong

to the rope. The rope remains in its own nature even at

the time when it is mistaken for a snake. The impurities
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seen in the reflection do not spoil the prototype face. The
world which is an illusory manifestation of Brahman has not

the capacity to create discord and distress in the blissful self.

But the Advaitin cannot make such an easy escape. It will

not do if he stops with saying that Brahman appears as the

world. He will have to account for the appearance. No
inquirer into truth will be satisfied with the knowledge that

Brahman illusorily appears as the world; In order that the

system of Advaita may become intelligible, the upholder of

that view has to state how the Real appears as the transitory

world. Without the assumption of an extraneous principle

which effects the illusory manifestation, it is not possible to

account for the world-appearance. There must be admitted

some principle or power which superimposes the manifold of
sense on the supersensuous and supreme Brahman. This

principle the Advaitin calls prakrti (primal nature), maya or

avidya (nescience).

Both Brahman and maya cannot independently be the

material causes of the world. Hence we must combine the

two and admit only one material cause. Three ways of

combination are possible. Just as two strands conjoined

together make a rope, Brahman and maya are the material

cause of the world, in a relation of equal primacy. The
elements of reality and manifestation are caused by Brah-

man; and the elements of inertness and change are produced

by maya. Or, the potency of maya alone may be character-

ized as the material cause. But, since potency always

depends on the potent, it would have to be said presumptively

that even Brahman that possesses the potency is the material

cause. Or, since Brahman is the substrate of maya, though
material causality may belong directly to maya alone, for

Brahman too material causality cannot be avoided. Of these

three views, the first maintains that material causality in the

principal sense belongs to Brahman qualified by maya; and.
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the other two hold that it belongs to mclyd alone. But on
all the three views, Brahman is only figuratively the material

cause. Bharatitirtha records these views without stating his

preference for any one of them.1

2. Maya and Avidya

Some Advaitins draw a distinction between maya and
«avidya

.

Bharatitirtha in the Pancadasi distinguishes avidya,

the impure-^Wvtf-predominant prakrti from maya, the pure-

j-a^va-predominant prakrti. The former is the adjunct of

the jiva and the latter the adjunct of the Lord. 2

In the Vivarana-prameya-sangraha, however, Bharatitirtha

follows the Vivarana tradition of not making any difference

between maya and nescience (avidya). Those who want to

maintain a difference argue thus : maya is that which does

not delude its abode and conforms to the desires of the agent;

nescience is that which deludes its abode and does not

•conform to the desire of the agent. But this distinction is

not valid. It cannot be conclusively proved that in the case

of maya there is non-delusion of the abode. Visnu, in his

incarnation as Rama was deluded by his own maya. Nor

is it an invariable rule that nescience deludes its own abode;

for he who sees the reflection of a tree in water is not deluded

.and does not doubt the uprightness of the tree. It may be

•said that, because the tree on the bank is seen, there is no

•delusion. But, in that case, even for him who performs a

magical feat, there is non-delusion only because of his

knowledge how to get out of the effects of his magic. The

nature of maya

,

however, is to delude. The spectators are

deluded by the feat. If, indeed, they had the knowledge of

the remedy, they too would certainly not be deluded. It

1 VPS, pp. 207, 208.

2 PD, I, 16.
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was said that maya does, while nescience does not, conform

to the desire of the agent. But even this mode of distinction

is not sound. In the case of maya, the agent is independent

only in respect of efficient causes such as spells and drugs.

And that kind of conformity to desire is observed even in

nescience. When the eye is pressed with the finger-tip, there

is the delusive perception of two moons. He who sees two

moons has perfect control over the efficient cause which

originates the delusion. Hence, to distinguish between maya

and avidya on the ground that they are to be defined

differently is not rational. A common definition can be

stated, and it is this : while being indeterminable, maya or

avidya. is the cause of obstruction to the presentation of the

true and of the presentation of the erroneous .
1

Nor may it be said that the word ‘ maya ’ is applied

only to real things like spells, drugs, etc., since spells, etc.,,

are not called maya. It is only the seen magical feat that,

is termed maya, not the unseen spell, etc., which are the

efficient cause. The spell, etc., which are real cannot be

the material cause of the indeterminable magical feat. There

must be assumed some beginningless, indeterminable material

cause which is denoted by the word 4 maya ’
; and the

application of the same word to the effect, the magical feat,

is intelligible because of the non-difference between the

material cause and its effect. Hence there is no point in

distinguishing maya from nescience on the ground that the

former relates only to real things .
2

Scripture in the text “ Know maya to be the primal

cause
” 3 declares that maya is the material cause of all.

In “Again, at the end there is the removal of the all

1 VPS, p. 37. anirvacanlyatve sati tattvd-'vabhasa-pratibandha-vipar-
yaya-vabhdsayor hetutvam laksanam taccobhayor avisistam.

2 VPS, p. 37.

3 Svet., IV, 10.
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maya ” 1 nescience which is removable by right knowledge is

denoted by the word 4 maya .’ And there is the express

mention of the oneness of maya and nescience in the tradi-

tional code, “That, on whose entry into the heart, the

yogin crosses over the extensive nescience, maya, obeisance

to that immeasurable one, who is of the nature of know-
ledge.” 2

In empirical usage, however, there is a distinction made
between maya and nescience. But that is intelligible even

in respect of one and the same thing as conditioned by
different adjuncts. When prakrti generates projection or

when it conforms to the desire of the agent, it is called
4 maya * in empirical usage. When it obscures or when it

is independent of the agent’s will, it is known as nescience.

Apart from this adjunct-conditioned distinction, there is no
difference between maya and nescience. 3

3. The Indeterminability of Maya

We had occasion, in the second chapter, to study maya
from the epistemological standpoint. We found that error

has for its material cause ignorance which is of the nature

of an existent, beginningless and indeterminable. In the

present chapter we shall take account of the metaphysical'

bearings of maya.

Maya can be studied from three different standpoints.4

The man in the street considers the world of maya to be

real (yastavi)
;
he who is learned in Scripture regards it as

1 Svet I, 10.

2 VPS, pp. 37, 38.

3 VPS, p. 38.

4 PA VI, 130.

tuccha ’nirvacaniya ca vastam ce ’ty asau tridha,

jheya maya tribhir bodhaih srauta-yauktika-laukikaih.
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unreal (tuccha); and the metaphysician who mainly trusts

the powers of his intellect maintains that it is neither real

nor unreal (anirvacamya).

The ordinary run of mankind does not doubt the reality

of the world. Common sense tells the man in the street

that he is living in a world of realities. He does not question

the veracity of what he sees. Being caught up in the meshes

of maya, from death to death he travels. The theorist of

the First Look gives the man of the world a philosophical

sanction for his unsophisticated view. He regards the finite

particulars as absolutely real. Since a criticism of Realism

is immanent in the sequel, we refrain from stating the

arguments against that view here.

To the man who is endowed with scriptural learning

mdya is that which is not. As an illustration of the unreal

nature of the world, a parable is related in the Yoga-vasistha.

An old nurse once told her ward a fantastic fable for his

amusement. “There were three handsome princes,” said

she,
“ two of them were not born, and the other was not even

in the womb of his mother. Virtuous by nature, they lived

in a town which was absolutely non-existent. Leaving the

city of void, they, who were endowed with clarity of mind,

beheld on their way fruit-bearing trees flourishing in the sky.

Then, after sporting in the forest, they lived happily in the

land of the future.” 1 The boy, who evinced a keen interest

in the story related by the nurse, believed all that she had

told him to be true. As the princes, their adventure and the

future city appear to us to be mere creations of the nurse’s

imagination, so the existence of the visible world seems to

the enlightened to be unreal and imaginary.

To the metaphysician maya is a riddle, a sphinx which

is impervious to all attempts at probing into its nature. To
logic maya is a puzzle. Wonder is its garment

; inscrutable

1 PD, XIII, 22-26.
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is its nature .
1 What is not possible to be defined or deter-

mined while being the object of clear perception is called

maya in empirical usage. People call that fact maya which
defies their rational powers. This world appears most clearly

to our intellect
;

but its nature is beyond the possibility

of comprehension. Inquiry into the nature of the world is a

thankless task. Even the learned flounder and fail. They
are at a loss to answer such questions as these: how from
the vital fluid are the body, senses, etc., created? How do

they become conscious ? It cannot be said that it is natural

for vitality to create body, senses, etc., since co-presence

and co-absence do not exist between vitality and body, etc.

Where there is impotence, no procreation is seen. In respect

of problems like these, ‘ I know not what 5

is the only last

resort. Inquiry into the causal relations and connections

of the facts of the world leads us into, and not out

of, ignorance. It may give us worldly knowledge
;
but it

cannot lift us out of nescience. It is on account of the

puzzling nature of the world that the wise compare it to the

fata morgana. What greater magic is there than this world?

The semen in the womb springs to consciousness
;

it is

invested with various limbs
;

it passes through the stages of

infancy, youth, old age, etc.
;

it eats, drinks, speaks, smells,

hears and moves. Can there be a greater miracle than this ?

Like human organisms, even trees, etc., puzzle our wits. How
tiny is the seed, and how big the tree that comes out of it ?

Hence, the whole universe is maya,
indeterminable .

2

Maya is the power of Brahman. It cannot be really diff-

erent from Brahman-intelligence, since, if it were really

different, the scriptural texts declaring non-difference would

be contradicted. Nor can it be non-different from the

Absolute, since identity is not possible as between the

1 PD, VI, 139.

2 PD, VI, 42-48.
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intelligent and the inert. Nor can it be both different and

non-different since contradictories like difference and non-

difference cannot reside in one and the same thing. Similarly,

maya is not real, because of conflict with the scriptural declara-

tion of non-difference. Nor is it unreal, because there would

be no other primal cause of the world. It cannot be both real

and unreal because of contradiction. Maya is not possessed

of parts. If it had parts, it would have a beginning, and

consequently, the Lord and the jlva who are reflections

therein would come to have a beginning. Further, the maya
with a beginning would require another maya as its cause,

and thus there is the contingence of infinite regress. Nor is

maya partless, because of the contingence of its not being the

primal cause. It is the cause, indeed, only of things which

are constituted of parts. It cannot be both with parts and

without parts, because of conflict. Hence, since it is not

possible to determine the nature of maya in terms of any off

the human categories, it is called indeterminable (anir-

vacya).1

As heat is to fire, maya is to Brahman, neither different

nor non-different from it. Heat which is the power of fire

is not different from fire; nor is it identical therewith. Iff

it were non-different from fire, then it must be found always

therein. But we observe that fire does not bum, when it is

influenced by spells .
2 In the Yoga-vasistha we have a des-

cription of the power that is located in Brahman. The:

supreme Brahman is eternal, full, non-dual and omnipotent.

As waves are to the sea, so are the powers to Brahman which
are neither identical with nor different from it. “ By what-

ever power the self is pleased, that power gets manifested. . ..

1 Com. on SLS, p. 67. See Bradley’s Appearance and Reality
, p. 511;

“ The fact of appearance, and of the diversity of its particular spheres, we-
found was inexplicable.”

2 PD, XIII, 12.



MAYA 235

Observe, Rama, how the power of intelligence which belongs

to Brahman is found in the various bodies. There is in the

winds the capacity to move; in the rocks there is manifested

the power of immobility; there is fluidity in water, and in

fire the power to consume. In ether there is void, in perish-

able objects the power to get destroyed .
1 ... Just as

within the shell of an egg there is a great serpent, even so

in the self the world exists. Everything is located in Brahman

as the tree with its roots and sprouts, leaves and branches,

flowers and fruits exists potentially in the seed. ... As the

earth produces its harvests according to the particular soil

and season, so the powers that belong to Brahman manifest

themselves differently in accordance with the difference in

place and time.” 2

An objection that suggests itself to the critic is: how

can there be an entity which is neither real nor unreal ? A
thing must be either real or unreal. The contradictory of

the sat is asat, and that of the latter is the former. The

Advaitin’s reply to this contention is : by stating that maya is

other than sat we do not predicate its unreality in the sense

of empty nothingness. It is not real in the sense that it does

not bide for ever. That alone is real which is not sublated at

any time. Maya is sublated by the light of wisdom. And

so it cannot be real. Nor is it unreal in the sense of

void. Maya is existent but not real. Unreal the world is,

non-existent it is not.

On the ground that it is inexplicable maya cannot

be denied. It is inferred from its product, viz., superim-

position. Because of the unintelligibility otherwise of

superimposition which is indeterminable, there is indeter-

minability of its material cause, maya. And because of

1 Cf. Carlyle’s French Revolution :
‘ There is power in the rotting leaf

;

how else could it rot ?
’

2 Yoga-vdsistha, III, C. 7-9, 11, 22; PD, XIII, 14-19.
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the unintelligibility otherwise of its being the primal

cause, there is beginninglessness
;

and if it had a

beginning, there would be the need for succession of

material causes, and a primal cause would not be

established.1 Thus, therefore, it is settled that the material

•cause of superimposition is nescience or maya which is

beginningless, indeterminable, and of the nature of an

existent.

4. The Locus and Content of Maya

What is the locus of maya, and what is its content?

The Vivarana view is that the Self is the locus and content

of ignorance. Ignorance does not require the difference of

locus from content, since it is not of the nature of an act.

Its residence in and obscuration of one and the same self is

intelligible, since it is an obscuring agent, like the darkness

present in a room. 2 Nor may it be said that ignorance

appears as located in the self as qualified by egoity, and not

as located in intelligence in general; for this appearance is an

illusion. In empirical usage, we say “ Iron burns”
;
but it

is not really iron that burns. There is the appearance of

reciprocal relation because of the relation of combustion and

iron to the single lire. Similarly, both ignorance and the

internal organ are related to the self; and hence, the

appearance of apposition. In reality, however, ignorance is

located in the self, and not in the internal organ. Further,

since the relation of the self to nescience is seen in sleep,

even in the absence of the internal organ, the internal organ

is not the locus of nescience. If it be said that the unattached

intelligence being the locus of nescience is unintelligible,

then, let the qualified intelligence be the locus. Even thus,

1 VPS, p. 18.

2 VPS, p. 46.
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location of ignorance in intelligence is difficult to avoid.

The real unattachedness of intelligence is in no way affected^

since its property of being the locus of ignorance is

assumptive. Therefore, the locus of ignorance is intelligence

in general. But ignorance is said to he located in the jiva,

because of its leaning to the side of the jiva .
1

Bhaskara holds that the internal organ alone is the locus

of ignorance. But if the internal organ be the locus, then,

there would be constant omniscience for the self. This,

indeed, is not in the scope of what is experienced. And if

the self is non-omniscient, then since at some time it does

not know something, ignorance is certainly admitted therein.

Bhaskara may think that though non-apprehension and

illusory cognition be located in the self, ignorance which is

of the nature of an existent is located in the internal organ.

Even then, what is meant by ignorance? Is it merely what

is other than knowledge? Or is it what is opposed to

knowledge? On the first, it would be a defect like the film

in the eye, jaundice, etc. On the second, it would be

removable by knowledge. But how is the removal of'

ignorance located in the internal organ by the knowledge

located in the self possible? Verily, Yajnadatta’s ignorance

of a certain thing is not removed by the knowledge thereof

present in Devadatta. Therefore, the self, and not the

internal organ, is the locus of ignorance .

2

It may be urged that the location of nescience in the

self which is of the nature of luminosity is self-contradictory.

But is the conflict in what is of the nature of luminosity

being the locus of ignorance experienced or inferred?

Experience presents no conflict. Ignorance is established

by the witness-intelligence. And in the form “I am

ignorant ” the self being the locus is experienced. Nor is.

1 VPS, p. 48.

2 VPS

,

p. 48.
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the conflict inferred. The self’s manifestation is not the

ground of its not being the locus of ignorance. The

opponents of Advaita, who maintain that the self is

manifested by originated cognition, have to admit that it is

the locus of ignorance. Otherwise there is the contingence

of omniscience at the instant the self is manifested. The

self, it may be said, is of a nature opposed to ignorance,

because of luminosity, like a psychosis of the internal organ.

But this inference is not valid, since there is inconstancy in

respect of the manifestation that manifests ignorance. Nor
may it be argued that the self is opposed to conjunction with

ignorance, since it is self-luminous, like the consciousness

acceptable to the Prabhakaras; for, there is no example, the

consciousness being itself the self.
1

If Brahman be the locus of nescience, how can there be

for it omniscience, etc.? We have already said that the

property of being the locus is only assumptive. There is

oneness between the prototype and the reflection (according

to the Vivarana view); but though the darkness, etc., present

in an impure mirror be superimposed on the reflection, they

do not destroy the fairness of the prototype. Similarly,

though the jiva be the locus of nescience, Brahman’s

omniscience would remain unhindered. Reason, we said,

cannot account for the presence of mayd in the self. But still,

as Visvarupacarya says, since nescience is well established, it

cannot be denied .
2

Is maya located in the whole of Brahman ? Or only in a

part? It cannot cover the whole of Brahman, since the

jnanhi’s realization is of the maya-less Brahman. If it be

held that maya occupies a part of Brahman, then, does the

space occupied by nescience belong to Brahman as its part? Is

that spatial attribute real? Or is it an unreal superimposition?

1 VPS
, p. 46.

2 VPS, pp. 46, 49.
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If it be real, Scripture which declares that Brahman is

partless would be invalidated, and Brahman itself would be

finitized. If it be a superimposition, is it of the nature of

the gross and subtle universe, or of the nature of the jiva and

Isvara? Is it to be characterized as time, as void or as maya?
Or is it something other than these six categories? The

spatial attribute of maya cannot be identified with the uni-

verse which is but a product of nescience. Nor can it be of

the nature of the jiva and the Lord who are conditioned by

maya. Nor is it time which is a manifestation of nescience,

nor sfmya which is mere void. It is not of the nature of

maya, since, then, there would result logical fallacies culmi-

nating in infinite regress. And as there is no other alter-

native, with nothing else can the spatial attribute be identified.

Hence, space cannot even be superimposed on the space-less

Brahman. But from the point of view of empirical existence,

maya must be regarded as residing only in a part ofBrahman.

The Veda declares that all beings, sentient and non-sentient,

constitute but a quarter of Brahman, three-quarters remaining

unobscured, and self-effulgent. In the Gita, Sri Krsna ob-

serves that he supports the entire universe by a portion of

himself.
1 “ Pervading the whole world, He is ten inches in

excess.” 2 And the Vedanta-sutra tells us, “ Brahman trans-

cends the cosmos which is but a product, a modification ”. 3

Though Brahman is partless and indivisible, it seems as if

divided and possessed of parts. This is due to the super-

imposition effected by maya. Scripture answers him, who

asks whether maya is located in the whole or a part of Brah-

man, in his own language, imposing particularities on the

impartite Reality .

4

1 Bh. G., X, 52.

2 Svet., Ill, 14.

s Ved. Sii., IV, iv, 19.

4 PD, II, 54-58.
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Now, though the self-luminous intelligence he the locus;

of nescience, how is it the content of nescience? How can

that which is constantly manifest be the content of ignorance?

In respect of a pot which is manifest to us we do not plead

ignorance. The self which is ever luminous, how can it be

enshrouded in maya ? Can darkness cover the effulgent sun?

To this objection, the Advaitin replies : a thing that is revealed

by a means of valid knowledge is not a content of ignor-

ance, since a means of valid knowledge is that which removes

ignorance. A pot that is perceived through the senses is not

the content of ignorance, because it is revealed by a pramana

But that which is known by the witness-perception, whether

it be pot, etc., 6r intelligence itself, can intelligibly be the con-

tent of ignorance. The witness-intelligence does not remove

ignorance. On the other hand it is what establishes that

ignorance. In spite of opposition to all evidences and reason-

ings, we accept the existence of ignorance, because it is

revealed by the witness. Maya does not brook inquiry, as.

darkness the sun. And not brooking inquiry is an ornament

to, and not a defect in, nescience. Thus, it is settled that

maya, while residing in the self, obscures it also.1

5. Maya Obscures the Self and not the Not-self

Maya has two aspects, obscuring (avarana), and projective

(viksepa). It obscures the self and projects the world. But

does it obscure the not-self too ? Or does it not obscure ? For

the obscuration of the not-self there is neither evidence nor

fruit. The evidence for the obscuration should be stated in

the form “ This object, say, pot, is obscured by ignorance ”

;

and this form should be apprehended by a pramana. But

that is not possible, when there is cognition of pot as well as-

its non-cognition. Even in such empirical usage as “ I know
1 VPS

, pp. 49, 50.
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not the thing stated by you ” there is not experienced ignor-

ance as relating to an object. Objects of ignorance and their

relations are superimposed on the witness-intelligence and are

experienced by it. There is between ignorance and the object

the relation of cause and effect, and not the relation of

obscurer and that which is obscured; for obscuration is not

possible in the case of what has been superimposed. There

is no obscuration at the time when the object is cognized;

and no time there is when it is not-cognized, since what is.

superimposed, like the two moons, etc., is constituted of the

cognition alone. If obscuration be admitted in the case of

what is superimposed, then nowhere would there be its

presentation; for, the superimposed, not being within the

sphere of pramanas, its obscuration would not be removed.

That which is knowable by a pramana may, because of being

real, somehow be obscured. But that which is removable by

a pramana,
how can there be obscuration for it? The not-self,

which is the superimposed, is removable by a pramana.

Hence, there is no evidence for the obscuration of the not-self.
1

The fruit too is difficult to demonstrate. Obscuration

has the fruit of obstructing a contingent luminosity. But

there is no contingence of luminosity' of itself in the not-

self, because it is inert. Nor is there the ' contingence of

luminosity on the strength of a pramana,
since obscuration,

which is removable by a pramana
,
cannot serve as an

obstacle either to the pramana or to the luminosity caused

thereby. Nor may it be said that there is a contingent

luminosity in the not-self on the strength of intelligence; for

when obstruction results even from the obscuration of

intelligence, it is futile to assume a distinct obscuration in

respect of the not-self. If it be admitted that one and the

same ignorance which is located in the self obscures the

not-self, then, when there are the manifestation of even a

1 VPS, pp. 18, 19.
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single object and consequent removal of ignorance, there is

the contingence ofimmediate release for all. As for assuming a

different ignorance for every object, that is without any ground.

If in the desire to remedy the contingence of immediate

release differences of ignorance for every object be admitted,

there would result prolixity of assumptions. Therefore, the

view that the not-self too is obscured cannot bear reasoning.1

Now, what is meant by obscuration of the self? Is it

destruction of luminosity ? Or is it an obstruction to lumino-

sity in its function of producing the manifestedness of the

object? Or is it the expectancy of some other auxiliary with-

out which that production is not possible? Not the first,

since luminosity which is the essential nature of the eternal

self cannot be destroyed. Nor are the second and the third

alternatives possible. What the object requires is only the

luminosity of intelligence manifested by the psychosis of the

internal organ. Apart from this, there is no need to admit

a separate manifestedness. Thus, it may be argued that

obscuration even in respect of the self is difficult to demon-

strate. The Advaitin recognizes the futility of the task of

determining the nature of obscuration. It is because of this

that he characterizes nescience as being indeterminable. But

merely because of the difficulty of demonstration, nescience

cannot be denied. It is inferred even from the empirical

usage of ignorant folk who say, “ A true self, which is above

appetite, etc., and known to the discriminating, does not exist;

it is not manifest.” Such an empirical usage is not possible

without the self being obscured. Thus, while obscuring the

self, maya projects the not-self without obscuring it.

6. The Possibility of Superimposition

The projective power of maya superimposes the unreal

.on the real, the not-self on the self. In order that
1 VPS, p. 19.
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superimposition may be possible, there must be (1) the

residual impression brought about by the cognition of a real

object, (2) defect in the object of knowledge, (3) defect in the

cognizer, (4) defect in the instrument of valid knowledge, and

(5) a knowledge of the general nature alone of the substrate

without a knowledge of its particularities. Silver is super-

imposed on nacre not by him who has never seen silver

before, but only by him who has seen real silver elsewhere.

In order that silver may be superimposed on nacre, one must

possess the residual impression caused by the prior know-

ledge of real silver. A serpent is not superimposed on nacre;

nor is silver imposed on a rope. There must be similarity

between the substrate of superimposition and what is super-

imposed thereon, i.e., there must be some defect in the object

of erroneous cognition. Further, there must also be in

the subject who superimposes such defects like desire to

possess silver, and in the instruments of knowledge like the

sense of sight such defects like jaundice, etc. And finally, the

substrate must be cognized in its general nature and its

particularities must remain obscured. What is seen in front

must be cognized as ‘ this,’ and not as c nacre \ If nacre be

not apprehended even as ‘ this,’ there would be no super-

imposition. Nor would there be superimposition if what is

in front be cognized as nacre.

Now, in the case of the self, asks the opponent of

Advaita, how can there be superimposition, since none of the

causes thereof exists ? The first condition of superimposition

requires that he who superimposes must possess the residual

impression of his prior cognition of a real object which is now

by bim superimposed. What is imposed on the self, according

to the Advaitin, is the host of bondage consisting of egoity,

etc. But egoity, etc., are not real. Hence how can there be

the residual impression caused by a cognition thereof? To

this objection the Advaitin’s reply is: what is required for
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superimposition is the residual impression of the prior cogni-

tion of the thing which is superimposed. But that thing which

was cognized earlier need not be real. Even the residual

impression of an illusory object may serve as a cause of

superimposition. It is not necessary that one should have

seen a real snake before mistaking a rope for a snake. It is

enough even if one has seen an illusory snake produced by
magic. Hence, there is no rule that the residual impression

generated by a pramana is an adjunct but not one generated

by delusion .
1 And the residual impression of egoity, etc., is.

easily established because the stream of transmigration is

beginningless .

2 The body, etc., which are presented in each

earlier superimposition and persist in the form of residual

impressions, are the cause of each subsequent super-

imposition.

Nor may it be said that, because of the unreality of

egoity, body, etc., there can be no imposition of them; for,

they are imposed even because of the bare cognition of them,,

and so, their reality is not a cause of the superimposition.

Indeed, in the case of the illusory cognition of nacre-silver,,

what is superimposed is the identity of the real and the non-

real, the nacre and the silver .
3

Defect, we saw, is of three kinds: similarity, etc., present

in the object, obscuring film, etc., present in the instrument,,

and desire, etc., present in the seer. Without defect super-

imposition is not possible. But in the case of the super-

imposition of egoity, etc., the self itself is in the position

of all the three called object, instrument and the seer,,

since everything else falls under the category of the

superimposed. And in respect of the non-dual self of

undefiled nature, predication of defects is not possible.

1 VPS, p. 70.

2 VPS, p. 52.

3 VPS, p. 14.
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Hence, how can there be the imposition of egoity, etc.,

thereon ?
1

To this the reply is : even in the flawless, non-dual self,

there is the defect which is called nescience. It is of the

nature of the non-real, and the evidence therefor is the

scriptural text: “Just as those who do not know the land,

though repeatedly passing over the hidden treasure of gold,

-do not attain it, even so all these people go to Brahmaloka

day after day, but do not attain it, being obstructed by the

non-real (nescience).” 2 From this passage we understand

that at the time of sleep there is non-manifestation of

Brahman-intelligence, because there is the veil of nescience

which is of the nature of the non-real .
3

Now, the causal aggregate of superimposition is the

similarity created by the qualities or parts of the substrate

and of the superimposed. Silver is imposed on nacre because

of its similarity thereto. But there is no similarity whatever

between the self and the not-self which are opposed to each

other like light and darkness. Hence, it is asked, how is

superimposition of egoity, etc., on the self possible? The

Advaitin’s reply to this contention is that the superimposition

of agency, etc., on the self is due to the external adjunct,

egoity. And in the case of a delusion due to an extraneous

adjunct there is no need of similarity. The redness of the

hibiscus flower is imposed on crystal without there being the

least similarity between the flower and the crystal. It may be

said that, even though the superimposition of agency, etc., be

somehow possible, the imposition on the self of substrates

like egoity, etc., which is without extraneous adjuncts, is

unintelligible. But this is not so. Similarity is possible for

the self with egoity, etc., through the attribute of being
4

the

1 VPS, p. 43.

2 Chan., VIII, iii, 2.

3 VPS, p. 45.
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import of a word \ If it be said that the self can have no'

attribute, then, let not similarity be the causal aggregate in

respect even of the delusion not due to adjuncts. The delu-

sion ‘ The conch is yellow,’ which is not due to adjuncts, is

brought about without any similarity between the conch and

yellow. There is, of course, in this case the defect due to

excess of bile in the cognizer. But similarly, in the self, we
found, there exists the defect, namely, nescience, which is the

cause of all superimposition .
1

The substrate of superimposition, it was pointed out, is.

that which is apprehended in its generality, but not appre-

hended in its particularity. But how can the self which has

neither generality nor particularity be the substrate? In res-

pect of the self, though partless and self-luminous, an unap-

prehended particularity is possible. This is how: just as on
letters like “ A,” which are partless and manifested in their

entirety, the shortness, length, etc., present in the audible

sound, are superimposed, even so in the self there is the

delusion of identity with the body, etc .
2 In the self there does

not certainly exist a distinction of general and particular. But

still, just as the rope-substance is cognized through a form

common to a staff, a snake, a streak, etc., similarly, the self

too is cognized by the disputants as of a form common to

the body, senses, manas, intellect, void, agent, enjoyer, the

omniscient and Brahman. Just as the common form of the

rope-substance is itself the generality, the common form
through which the self is cognized may be the generality.

Hence, there is no unintelligibility whatever in the self being

the substrate of superimposition .
3 And substrateness is

possible even for the indeterminate, since determinateness is

not a determinant of substrateness. What is needed for
1 VPS, p. 13.

2 VPS, p. 52.

8 VPS, p. 180.
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a thing to be a substrate is the mere manifestation of

immediacy; and this is established in the case of the self-

luminous intelligence .
1

Now, how is it possible to superimpose egoity, etc., on the

inner self? In every case of superimposition the substrate is

the content of cognition by the same sense-organ as what is

superimposed. But in respect of the self that is not possible,

since it is not the content of the cognition “ thou ”. The
Advaitin’s reply to this contention is that it is not a require-

ment of superimposition that the substrate should be a con-

tent. What is needed is only the presentation of the substrate

and the superimposed as in union in a single cognition.

And in the cognition “ I ” the self and the not-self are

presented as in union. The self, however, is not the

content of this cognition. It is the internal organ, which

is superimposed on the self and pregnant with the

reflection of the self, that appears in the farm of the

cognition “ I ”.2

The contention that the self cannot cognize what is

superimposed on itself, since it is the substrate, like the

crystal, the Advaitin easily disposes of. The crystal is not

capable of cognizing what is imposed on itself, because it is

inert. But the self is of the nature of self-luminous intellig-

ence. Hence, it is able to apprehend what is superimposed

on itself. It can be the substrate as well as the subject who
sees the delusion .

3

Of all the charges levelled against the doctrine of super-

imposition, the most serious is this : the not-self and the self

are opposed to each other as darkness and light. Nowhere

can the one be of the nature of the other. They are destitute

of identity, because they have contradictory natures. The

1 VPS, p. 84.

2 VPS, p. 53.

3 VPS, p. 65.
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not-self is the sphere of the notion “ thou ”

;

1 and the self is

the sphere of the notion “ I How, then, can such con-

tradictory things, like the self and the not-self, he super-

imposed each on the other ?

What the Advaitin’s rejoinder to such a question is we

have indicated already. Superimposition in the case of the

self is certainly in conflict with reason. It does not brook

inquiry. But it is because of this character of superimposi-

tion that it is called indeterminable. Logic has its limits.

It cannot annul the perceptually experienced fact of super-

imposition. How reason aids experience in testifying to the

fact of nescience, although it is incapable of accounting

therefor, we have seen above.

We started our discussion on maya with the statement

that the Advaitin is not satisfied with the knowledge that

Brahman illusorily appears as the world and that he seeks to

know how it so appears. But we are now forced to conclude

that the intellect cannot thoroughly explain. The postulation

of maya makes out that the world by its very nature is

inscrutable. To the intellect it seems to be a welter of

contradictions. But, it may be asked, is not this position a

veiled confession of the inability to explain howl It is a

legitimate demand of the intellect not to be satisfied with

mere observation of facts but to attempt to explain them.

* Curiosity,’ which is inherent in man, is “ the craving of

reason that the facts discriminated in experience be under-

stood. It means the refusal to be satisfied with the bare

welter of fact ”. 2 But the human mind cannot achieve any

finality in its adventure of ideas. In his Seventh Epistle

Plato declares that a final system can never be verbally

1 More accurately the not-self is the sphere of the notion “ this but
in order to exhibit the opposition in a telling manner it is said to be the
sphere of the notion “thou ”.

2 A. N. Whitehead, Adventures of Ideas, p. 180.
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•expressed. The popular mind is satisfied with explanations

which appear ridiculous to the man of culture. But even

science and philosophy are not able to fulfil the task of

thorough explanation. What is explanation to-day becomes

mere observation to-morrow. “ The certainties of science are

a delusion. They are hedged around with unexplored limi-

tations. . . . whenever some new mode of observational

•experience is obtained, the old doctrines crumble into a fog of

inaccuracies. ... It [human thought] only dimly discerns, it

misdescribes, and it wrongly associates. But always there

remain the same beacons that lure. Systems, scientific and

philosophic, come and go. Each method of limited under-

standing is at length exhausted. In its prime each system is

a triumphant success; in its decay it is an obstructive

nuisance. The transitions to new fruitfulness of understanding

are achieved by recurrence to the utmost depths of intuition

for the refreshment of imagination.” 1 The Advaitin recog-

nizes the inherent want in the intellect. What the scientific

causal concepts do over and above the popular notions

which are crude is to state in more precise terms the relation

between the antecedent and the consequent. But the real

nexus which connects the cause and effect science is unable

to define. Hence it is that the philosophical sciences turn to

teleology. The how which science seeks to know is nothing

more than a precise definition of the that. In order that

knowledge may be more systematic and complete we must

•discern the why of a fact. Teleology tries to explain pheno-

mena in terms of the final cause. But even here nothing

satisfactory is achieved. The problem is shifted from the

antecedent to the consequent. All systems which depend

mainly on reason reach a point whence they cannot proceed.

Materialism is not able to explain how matter passes into life.

Absolute idealism dogmatically states that somehow the

1 A. N. Whitehead, Adventures ofIdeas, pp. 198, 203-204
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appearances are transmuted and transformed in the Absolute

so as not to create a discord in the perfect orb of Truth.

Realizing that discursive thinking cannot transcend its own
limitation, the Advaitin does not attempt the impossible, and

he turns to “ the utmost depths of intuition for the refresh-

ment of imagination ”. His reasoning is always based on the

intuitions of the Upanisadic seers. The mind which is a

product of maya cannot in full measure apprehend the nature

of its parent. The realization of the limits of reason marks

a high level in philosophic knowledge. Even to know the

limitations of the intellect is to approach very near the

truth.

Perception, inference, presumption and revelation are

the evidence for superimposition. There is in the world

empirical usage of the form of cognizer, cognized, etc. This

is accomplished only after superimposing on the self the

assemblage of body, organs, etc., qualified by class, etc. The
empirical usage in the form “lama man,” “ I am a god,”

“I am a beast,” etc., is brought about by the illusory trans-

ference of the attributes of the not-self to the self. Thus

perception is an evidence of superimposition. Similarly there

is the testimony of inference. In sleep there is no super-

imposition, and hence in,that period there is not the empirical

usage of cognizership, etc. The periods of waking and dream
possess the empirical usage of cognizership as preceded by
superimpositions, because they are periods other than the

period of sleep. Presumption too is evidentiary in respect

of superimposition. The empirical usage of cognizership,.

etc., is not intelligible in the absence of the superimposition

of identity with the body, etc. Superimposition and empirical

usage are causally connected. In sleep, when there is no
superimposition, the empirical usage is not cognized. In

waking and dream there is the said empirical usage which
cannot be except as caused by superimposition. Th&
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evidence for superimposition in Scripture is such a text like

“ A brahmin is to sacrifice ”.1

The witness-intelligence is the substrate of superimposi-

tion. On it are imposed in sequence the internal organ, the

organs of sense and action, the body, the objects external to

that and the attributes of all these. There are two forms of

superimposition as “ I ” and “ mine ”. In respect of riches,

etc., which are relatively remote to the self, there is invariably

the superimposition of relation alone in the form “ mine

In respect of the son, wife, etc., there is sometimes, due to

extreme affection, the superimposition of oneness too. The

superimposition of oneness is still greater in respect of the

body; and in respect of the internal organ it is invariable.

When the son is adorned with ornaments, etc., the father

exclaims “ I myself am adorned ”, Every one points to his

body and says “ I am this Superimposing the attributes

of the body, such as leanness, etc., on the self, we say “ I am
lean, I am dark The attributes of the organs are imposed

on the self in the empirical usage “I am dumb, I am an

orator, I am blind, I am a seer In “ I am desirous, or

angry ” the attributes of the internal organ are transferred to

the self. And the internal organ is superimposed on the

witness-intelligence as one with it.
2

7. Analysis of the World

The disputants differ in their analysis of the world

which, according to the Advaitin, is a product of mayd. The

Bhattas analyse the world into substance, quality, activity

and generality. The Saivas hold that there are five categories

:

the world which is a product, the Lord who is the cause,

yogic trance, the performance of ceremonial baths like the

1 VPS, p. 96.

2 VPS, pp. 91-93.
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Trisavana, and release which marks the end of misery. The

Vaisesikas enumerate six categories. To the four given by the

Bhattas they add particularity and inherence. The classifica-

tion given by the Ksapanakas (i.e., Jainas) consists of seven

factors
:
jiva which may be either bound, released or eternally

perfect, ajlva which is four-fold, namely pudgalastikaya,

dharmastikaya, adharmastikaya and akasastikaya, asrava or

sense-activity, samvara or activity in the form of calmness

and equanimity, nirjara which consists of acts that exhaust

merit and demerit without residue, bondage, and release

which is upward motion. The older Prabhakaras classify the

phenomena of the world into eight categories, viz., substance,

quality, activity, generality, particularity, dependence, poten-

tiality and the unseen result. The modem Prabhakaras

substitute inherence, number and similarity for particularity,

dependence and the unseen result. According to the Naiya-

yikas, the categories are sixteen, viz., pramanas like percep-

tion, inference, etc., prameyas or objects of knowledge, doubt,

fruit of activity, example, final position, members of the

syllogism, tarka or reductio ad absurdum, nirnaya or ascer-

tainment, vada or debate, jalpa or disputation, vitanda or

destructive criticism, hetvdbhasas or logical fallacies, chala or

quibble, jati or wrong objection, and nigrahasthana or

occasion for reproof. The Sankhya categories are twenty-

five, and they are: the eleven organs of sense and action, the

five tanmatras (subtle essences of elements), the five gross

elements, individuation, mahat (or buddhi, intellect), the

unmanifest and spirit .
1

It requires no argument to understand how the classifi-

catory schemes given above are unsatisfactory and some of

them even fantastic. The Vedantins reduce the phenomena
of the world to three or two categories. Name, form and
activity constitute the stuff of the universe; or leaving out

1 VPS, pp. 200, 201.
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even activity, we can say that the world is a medley of name
and form. In an earlier chapter we had occasion to see how
a thing is constituted by five factors, reality, intelligence, and

bliss which form the essential nature of Brahman, and name

and form which go to make up the illusory world.

8. Illusoriness of Creation

The world-creation is an illusory product of maya. Evi-

dences like Scripture, traditional code, perception, inference

and presumption go to prove the illusoriness of creation.

Scripture in the passage “ Know maya to be the material

cause
” 1 shows that the world is a product of maya. The

traditional code “ My maya which is difficult to transcend” 2

declares of creation that it is of the nature of indeterminable

maya. The perception of the non-existence of objects like

pot proves the illusoriness of creation. Inference too makes

known the illusory nature of the world. From the fact that

all things, though different, are interpenetrated by one nature

it can be inferred that they are posited in a single thing that

is constant in them all. This is just like the reflections of the

moon in water, etc., being interpenetrated by the nature of

the moon. Presumption too is an evidence of the illusoriness

of the world. The origination and destruction of the world

are unintelligible in the absence of illusoriness. What is

neither originated nor destroyed is either the absolutely real

Brahman or the void. The world is originated and destroyed;,

hence it is illusory.3

9. Brahman Unaffected by Names and Forms

Names and forms are superimposed on Brahman as

pictures are painted on the canvas. When names and forms.

1 Svet, IV, 10.

2 Bh. G., VII, 14.

3 VPS, pp. 198, 199.
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are realized to be mere superimpositions, the real nature of

Brahman becomes known* Names and forms are recog-

nized to be unreal, just as a man standing on the edge of a

tank knows his reflection in the water to be unreal. There

may be innumerable day-dreams flitting across the mental

arena; but no man in his senses pays any heed to them. They

are evanescent, ever-fleeting. So also are names and forms

and their empirical usage. Boyhood is not found in youth,

and youth is not recovered in senility. The deceased father

never comes; nor does the dead past ever return. Thus

there is no real difference between day-dreams and the facts

connected with this world. Hence, though the world may
continue to appear, the cognition that it is real must be given

up. When the objects of the world are seen in their true

colour, the intellect is set free to indulge in the contemplation

of Brahman. Like the historian who does not lose his indi-

vidual identity in the roles that he happens to play, the intel-

lect, though attending to the affairs of the world, does not

lose sight of the real. Just as the rocks that lie buried in the

river-bed are not affected by the flow of the stream, even so

the immutable Brahman remains unchanged in spite of the

fleeting things of the world. The appearance of the world

in Brahman is like the reflection of the heavens in the mirror.

Without looking at the mirror it is not possible to behold

the reflection of the sky. Similarly, without the thought of

Brahman, there is not even the thought about names and

forms. Superficial cognition of Brahman is vouchsafed even

by the cognition of objects. But if that cognition is to be

constant, we must cease from cognizing the world as real.

When Brahman which is of the nature of truth, intelligence,

bliss, is seen, the cognition of names and forms vanishes of

its own accord.
1

1 PD, XIII, pp. 93-102.



CHAPTER NINE

THE PATH TO PERFECTION

The path to perfection lies in and through knowledge.

Ignorance which is the root of all the imperfections and ills

of the world can be destroyed only by knowledge. By
knowledge what the Advaitin means is the final, immediate

intuition of the non-difference of the jiva from Brahman.

1. Karma and Knowledge

The Mimamsaka, however, does not accept the Advaitin’

s

view regarding the means to release. He holds that release

is attained through karma. The popular opinion about the

Mimamsa is that it is an inquiry into the religious rites

ordained by Scripture the performance of which leads to

prosperity here and happiness hereafter. But earthly

pleasure and heavenly enjoyment are not the goal of the

system, though they might have formed an incidental ideal

at a certain stage in its development. The Mimamsaka

admits that karma is the cause of bondage, but he does not

agree to the view that all karmas are to be voluntarily

relinquished. A seeker after release should abstain from

kamya (optional) and pratisiddha (prohibited) karmas; but

he should never give up the performance of nitya (obligatory)

and naimittika (occasioned) rites.
1 Just as there results sin

1 Naipkarmyasiddhi, I, 10.
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from indulging in prohibited acts, there is also sin as a con-

sequence of not performing the obligatory rites. A mumuksu

(one who desires release) must not only be free from the

error of commission; he must also be free from the error of

omission. Scripture is the authority in matters of religious

duty. What it prescribes one should do, and what it

prohibits one should not do.

That the entire Veda has injunction alone for purport is

the doctrine of the Mlmamsaka. To the Prabhakara no pro-

position would be significant if it did not refer to an act.

Though Kumarila admits that a word may connote an object

unrelated to action, he does not grant an independent logical

status to assertive propositions .
1 Hence on the Mimamsa

view, texts about Brahman or the self are arthavadas

(eulogies) without any purport. Since all Scripture is for the

sake of ritual, there is validity for injunctive texts alone.

Scripture has codana or command for purport. It is

incumbent on man to carry out the commands of the Veda
and to abstain from acts which are prohibited.

As against the Mimamsa view the Vedantin maintains

that a proposition may have even existent things for purport.

Such a statement as “ A son is born to you ” is not without

significance. The ritualistic section of the Veda teaches

religious duty (Dharma). But the Upanisads have Brahman
for purport. Religious duty which is what is to be done
depends on human volition. But, for Brahman which is an

existent there is no dependence on a human being. That
which is dependent on a human being can be done, not done
or done otherwise. In ordinary experience, Devadatta goes

on horse-back or does not go or goes on foot. His going,,

which is what is to be done, entirely depends on his will.

Similarly in the Veda too, religious rites are observed to

depend on the will of man. Doing and not doing of an act are
1 M. Hiriyanna’s Introduction to the Naiskarmycisiddhi, p. xx.
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declared in the texts “ In the atiratra, one uses the sixteenth

cup,” “ In the atiratra, one does not use the sixteenth cup
Doing and doing otherwise are to be found in the passages
<£ He offers oblation after sunrise,” and “ He offers oblation

before sunrise”. There are in the ritualistic section of
the Veda prescriptions like “He is to sacrifice with the

jyotistoma ” and prohibitions like “ Do not eat the flesh of
any animal struck with a poisoned weapon ”. There is option

at will in “ He is to sacrifice with rice-grains or with barley

There is combination of the six sacrifices constituting the

darsapurnamasa. There are general rules like “ Injure not

any living being ” and exceptions like “ He is to kill the

agnisomtya animal”. In respect of certain modelled rites,,

there is the sublation of the basic material transferred from
the model rite, e.g., there is the sublation of the barhis

(sacrificial grass) consisting of kusa, transferred from the

model rite, by the barhis consisting of sara, taught in the

modelled rite. When the naristahomas belonging to the

model rite are performed in combination with the upahomas

of the modelled rite, it is called supplementation. There is

differentiated option consequent on the differences of the

section of the Veda to which one belongs. In one section it

is taught “ He offers oblation after sunrise,” and in another

it is declared “ He offers oblation before sunrise ”. Thus in

the case of ritual acts there is the possibility of dependence

on a human being, prescription, prohibition, option at will,

combination, general rule, exception, sublation, supple-

mentation, differentiated option, etc. But these are not

possible in the case of the existent Brahman .

1

Brahman is not the fruit of an act. The fruit generated

by an act in the object-causal-correlate is one of four kinds

—origination
(
utpatti), attainment (prapti), modification

(vikara) and purification (samskara). Of these, origination,

1 VPS, p. 213.
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attainment, and modification are not possible in respect of

the eternally attained unchanging Brahman .

1 Nor may we
suspect the possibility of purification consisting in the

removal of impurities like ignorance, unrighteousness, etc.

;

for Brahman is ever pure. It is flawless and undefiled. In

reaching a place, say, a village not attained before and in

removing a disease, etc., not already remedied, there is

required action in the form of movement, taking in medicine,

etc. But, in the case of Brahman which is eternally attained

as it were, what need is there for activity? What should

be removed is ignorance; and for the removal of ignorance

what is potent is knowledge. A person not knowing what

is already attained like the gold ornament round his neck,

desires to attain it again, and not knowing that there is no
snake in the rope desires to avoid it. But what he desires

is accomplished not by any act, but by mere knowledge .

2

Similarly, in the attainment of the eternally attained Brah-

man and in the remedying of the eternally remedied

transmigration, what is the cause is the knowledge of

the truth.

That the attainment of Brahman is figurative is evident

from scriptural texts like “ And being (already) released, he

is released,” 3 “Being (already) Brahman, he attains

Brahman ”. 4 Release has neither beginning nor end. If

release had a beginning, there would be an end also to it.

And if it has an end, it is a misnomer to call it release.

Further, if release be accomplishable by an act, then, its

relation to body, senses, etc., would have to be predicated,

and there would be for it the capacity to increase and
decrease .

5 And that which is subject to growth and decay

1 VPS, p. 112.
2 VPS, p. 234.
3 Katha., V, i.

' 4 Brh., IV, iv. 6.

5 VPS, p. 239.
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is not imperishable. There is no embodiedness for the self

in release. Release is the natural and eternal state of the

self. It comes to be clouded by nescience, and as a con-

sequence the non-embodied appears as if embodied, the pure

appears as if impure, the eternally attained appears as if

unattained. When ignorance is removed by knowledge,

Brahman is attained as it were.

Karma which is a product of ignorance cannot destroy

its parent. The delusive- cognition of the rope-snake is not

removed by darkness which is its cause .

1 Pain is the result

•of being embodied; the body has its root in the previously

acquired merit and demerit; merit and demerit are the fruit

of prescribed and prohibited acts; these acts are dependent on

appetition and aversion; appetition and aversion are condi-

tioned by attractiveness and unattractiveness which are super-

imposed on sense-objects, superimposition is caused by the

world of duality which appears to be real on account of non-

inquiry; the world of duality, however, is illusory, like nacre-

silver, and it is the result of the ignorance which obscures the

non-dual self. Hence ignorance of the self is the sole cause

of all evil ;

2 and it is only knowledge that can remove ignor-

ance. Delusion which is brought about by nescience is

dispelled by the cognition of the true. Darkness is destroyed

by light alone. The removal of nescience could be by

knowledge alone, not by any act.

Nor is cognition itself an act of the mind, since because

of the fruit as well as the cause there is difference between

cognition and activity. The fruit of cognition is the mani-

festation of the object; and what is called the manifestation

is of the nature of the self, and hence it is unoriginated. The

appearance of its origination, however, is due to the origina-

tion of the psychosis of the internal organ which manifests

1 Naiskarmyasiddhi, 1,24
2 Ibid., I, i.



260 THE PHILOSOPHY OF ADYAITA

it. The fruit of an act, on the other hand, is originated. The

cause of activity is effort preceded by human desire. Cogni-

tion, however, does not conform to human desire. Even

what is undesirable like evil smell is cognized.1 Not even by

the most skilled can the fire existing in front be cognized in.

the form of a pillar, etc. Cognition is not generated by human,

effort. Desire controls such activity like turning the eyes,,

etc. ;
and it has no power over cognition.

The view is advocated in some quarters that the means,

to release is karma cum knowledge. Those who sponsor this*

view quote as evidence such texts as “ Knowledge and non-

knowledge, he who knows both together,” 2 etc. But this,

text does not enjoin the combination of karma with know-

ledge; for, in the rest of the text “ Crossing over death by

non-knowledge, by knowledge he enjoys immortality” 3 the-

fruit of rites which are called non-knowledge is declared to

be different from the fruit of knowledge. Nor is it possible-

to establish an injunction of the combination of knowledge

and rites in “Perform those invariably, O lovers of the:

true,”4 for mere rites alone are mentioned here, and the

word “true” does not refer to Brahman. Even the text.

“ This self is to be attained by truth, by austerity, by right-

knowledge” 5 does not prescribe the combination, for the

word “ austerity ” occurring in the text means contemplation,

and not rites like agnihotra, etc. It may be said that the-,

traditional code “Through karma alone did Janaka, etc.,

attain samsiddhi
9 ’ 6 enjoins karma as the means to release..

But the word “ samsiddhi ” here connotes the purification

of mind which is auxiliary to Brahman-knowledge and not

1 VPS
, p. 249.

2 Isa., 11; Maitru, VII, 9.

3 Isa., 11; Maitru, VII, 9.

4 Mund., I, ii, 1.

5 Ibid., Ill, i, 5

6 Bh. G., Ill, 20.
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the final release. Far from enjoining the combination of
knowledge and rites, Scripture directly denies the instru-

mentality of rites to release in “ There is nothing to be done
by him who has achieved (knowledge)

” 1 “ Not by rites, not
by children,” 2

etc. The Taittirlya declares, “The knower

.
-of Brahman attains the highest ”. 3 In the Chandogya,

Narada asks Sanatkumara, “ I have heard from men like you
that the knower of the self crosses sorrow; and I, who am
well versed in Scripture, because of the lack of that knowledge,

am in distress. Therefore O Lord, enable me to cross the

bounds of sorrow ”. And in the traditional code we read

The fire of knowledge reduces all karmas to ashes ”.4

Although there is not the instrumentality of rituals to

release, karma is not without its use. Rites are to be per-

formed until the rise of knowledge. They contribute, though

indirectly, to self-realization. The followers of the Bhdmatl

school consider karma to be useful in generating the desire

to know, for it is declared by Scripture: “That (self) the

brahmins desire to know through study of the Veda, through

sacrifice, through gifts and through austerities like fasting”.5

According to the Vivarana view, karma is useful in generating

knowledge itself. Through the performance of obligatory

rites there is acquired virtue which removes the impurity

called sin. A person thus qualified becomes eligible for

Brahman-inquiry. Mere rites may have prosperity as fruit;

but, when conjoined with hearing, reflection, etc., they are

useful in the generation of Brahman-knowledge. That rites

through the channel of purification originate Brahman-

knowledge is evident from such traditional codes like

“ Knowledge arises for human beings through the exhaustion

1 Muqcl., I, ii, 12.
2 Mahanar., X, 5.
3 Tait., II, i, 1.

4 VPS, pp. 165, 166; PD, XI, 8 and Commentary. Bh. G., IV, 37.

* Brh., IV, iv, 22.
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of sinful deeds”. But, since rites subserve knowledge only

through the channel of purification, they are not proximate

(sannipatya) but remote auxiliaries (aradupakaraka).

The afore-mentioned utility of rites to knowledge is not

inconsistent with the need for renunciation. Rites are to be

performed upto the purification of the mind; and when the

mind has been purified they are to be abandoned. Rites, we

said, are remote auxiliaries in respect of knowledge; but

renunciation is a proximate auxiliary, since it originates hear-

ing of the Vedanta, etc. As Suresvara says, rites, after

directing the intellect to the inner self through purification,

disappear like clouds at the end of the rainy season.1

Some people think that renunciation is enjoined for the

disabled like the blind and the lame who are not eligible for

rites. But they are thoroughly in the wrong. Renunciation

is not for the weak. It is not the result of impotence. It

is a potent weapon which can be wielded only by the strong

and the skilled. It is not that only those who are ineligible

for rites are to renounce, for Scripture prescribes renuncia-

tion even for the student in “Renounce even from the

students’ order of life *\ When one realizes that attachment

to the things of the world is the source of misery and turns

away from them, one becomes eligible for renunciation.

Scripture declares, “ The day on which he is non-attached,

that very day he is to renounce ”. 2

2. Knowledge and Yoga

Although all Advaitins agree that knowledge is indis-

pensable, some of them do not support the view that it is the

sole means to release. Bharatitirtha, who in the Vivarana-

prameya-sangraha teaches the view of the Vivaranakara that

1 VPS, p. 164.

2 VPS, p. 163; Jabala., 4.
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knowledge gained from the study, etc., of the Vedanta is the

only means to release, maintains in the Pancadasi that this

is but one of the two paths shown by the Lord, viz., sankhya

and yoga. The path of sankhya is that of inquiry into the

purport of the Vedanta texts. It is prescribed for those who
are intellectually virile and are capable of understanding the

meaning of Scripture aright. But there are many, who, on

account of either extreme dullness of intellect or the impossi-

bility of the causal aggregate of inquiry in their case, are

unable to undertake inquiry. For them Scripture recom-

mends the path of yoga which is that of constant contempla-

tion of the attributeless Brahman. Both the paths lead to

the same goal; but while the path of sankhya is the right

royal road to release, the path of yoga is comparable to hit

or miss guess-work, which nevertheless happens to succeed.

In the Dhyana-dipa
,
Bharatitirtha compares contemplation to

samvadibhrama or a delusion which culminates in a fruitful

result. Both the light of a lamp and the light of a gem may
be mistaken for a gem. Both are delusions. But the man,

who mistakes the lamp-light for the gem and approaches the

place whence the light comes, gains nothing, whereas the

person, who mistakes the light of the gem for the gem itself,

obtains the precious stone. Both of them have delusive

cognition, but unlike the former, the latter finds his cognition

come true. One mistakes steam for smoke and infers the

existence of fire. He hastens to the place where he thinks

there is fire, and as chance would have it, he finds fire there.

The existence of fire does not make his inference valid; but

still it serves the purpose of him who was in search of fire.

A person, thinking that the Godavari is the Gaiiga, bathes

in that river or sprinkles its water on his head. Mistaking

the Godavari for the Gaiiga is no doubt a delusion; but still

the sprinkling of the sacred water purifies the man, and

makes him holy. It is declared in the sacred texts that if a
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person utters the name of the Lord at the moment of his

death, he attains heaven. A dying man may take the Lord’s

name even without intention. Yet it is proclaimed that he

reaches heaven. All these are cases of samvadibhrama, or

delusions that come true. The path of yoga may be likened

unto these. The yogin has not the knowledge of Brahman

to start with. He begins his journey in ignorance, but he

ends it in knowledge.

Contemplation is not needed for one who knows Brah-

man; and it is not possible in the case of one who does not

know Brahman. Hence, it may be asked, where is the place

for contemplation? Those who believe in yoga as a path to

perfection reply that even he who treads this way is not

ignorant of Brahman. From the Vedanta learnt by adhya-

yana (study) he has a superficial knowledge of the oneness of

Brahman and the self. The knowledge which he possesses is

no doubt mediate; but that meditation on what is mediately

known is possible is well proved by the worship of deities like

Visnu. A worshipper of images sees before him only idols

made of stone or stock; but this does not in any way hinder

his mediate cognition of the Lord. He does not debate or

discuss whether there can or cannot be the presence of God
in idols. Through instruction from a trustworthy person or

through study of Scripture he gets a mediate knowledge of

the nature and form of the object of his adoration; and even

without inquiry or discussion he meditates on the deity of

his heart. Similarly, he who contemplates the attributeless

Brahman starts his career of yoga even without a direct

apprehension of the real.

Nor may it be said that contemplation of Brahman
without attributes is impossible; for just as in the case of

meditation on Brahman with attributes, even in nirgunopasana

(meditation on the attributeless) there is the possibility of the

repetition of cognition. If it be contended that meditation
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on what is beyond the reach of speech and mind is impos-

sible, then, even the knowledge of such an object would not

be obtained. If Brahman-knowledge be within the province

of possibility, then even contemplation of Brahman must be

possible. It may be said that Brahman is known to be

beyond the sphere of speech and mind. Then, it can be

maintained with equal legitimacy that the contemplation of

Brahman is of the form that Brahman is not the sphere of

speech, mind, etc. If contemplation invest Brahman with

.attributes, then, even knowledge of Brahman would convert

it into an object possessed of attributes. If it be said that

knowledge, having recourse to secondary implication, has for

its sphere the attributeless Brahman, then, let meditation be

on the secondary implication which is the cause of presenting

Brahman devoid of attributes. It may be urged that there is

the prohibition of contemplation in the scriptural text

“That which is not thought by the mind, that by which,

they say, the mind is thought, that alone is Brahman; know

that, not this (other) which this (world) contemplates ”.1 But

there are also passages in Scripture like “It is other than

the known, and more than the unknown” which declare

that Brahman is not what is known. The solution that

Brahman is to be known in accordance with the meaning of

Scripture

—

i.e., that it is other than the known and more

than the unknown—is common to the view of meditation

also; for it is easy to hold that Brahman is to be contem-

plated as what is other than that which is contemplated by

this world. Nor may it be asserted that the known-ness of

Brahman is unreal, since that assertion holds good even in

the case of contemplation. If it be said that the pervasion

by the psychosis of the internal organ is what is' known, that

•consideration is common also to what is contemplated. The

possibility of contemplation is mentioned in the Upanisads

1 Kern, 5.
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like the Prasna, Katha and Mandukya; and the denial of

contemplation elsewhere is only apparent.

The fruit of the meditation on the attributeless is thus

declared in the Tapanlya : “That man who desires (viz.

upasaka, the one who meditates) becomes desireless. He

desires the self and gets his desires fulfilled. His vital airs do

not depart; they get resolved here in his own body. Being

Brahman, he attains Brahman. He becomes of the nature

of the self-luminous reality, intelligence, bliss, without body,

sense organs, vital airs and mind”. The Tapaniya clearly

sets forth that release is the final fruit of meditation on the

attributeless Brahman. The Prasna declares that he who

contemplates the Absolute through the help of the three

matras (i.e., AUM) is led to Brahma-loka where it becomes

possible for him to behold the supreme Purusa. In the

Vedanta-sutra 1 Badarayana maintains that all those who
contemplate the effected Brahman except those who take

their stand on symbols are led to the world of Brahma on

the principle of c tatkratu ’ that ‘ in whatever form they

meditate on him, that they become themselves’. “Those

who do not take their stand on symbols he leads, thus.

Badarayana (opines); there being no fault in the twofold

relation (resulting from this opinion); and the meditation

on that (i.e.. Brahman) is the reason of this twofold relation.”

Those upasakas who contemplate the attributeless and yet

are not rid of desires reach the world of Brahma, and there

they acquire the knowledge of the true and are released at

the end of the world-aeon. The texts above cited which

declare release as the ultimate fruit of contemplation are not

in conflict with scriptural passages like “ No other path is

known ” 2 since the capacity of contemplation to accomplish re-

lease is admitted to be only through the channel of knowledge..

1 Ved. Su., IV, iii 15.

2 Svet Ill, 8; VI, 15. .
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That those who are not capable of achieving true

knowledge through inquiry are eligible for the contemplation

of the attributeless is declared in the Atma-glta. “ He who
is incapable of intuiting (Brahman), let him meditate on me
free from doubts, in good time he will be firmly established

in experience, and will attain without fail the fruit of
release.” Just as there is no other means to obtain a

treasure hidden in the bowels of the earth except digging,,

there is no other method except meditation on one’s own
self to gain the final goal. The Atma-glta explains the

analogy thus: uprooting the body which is comparable to a

huge rock, and digging the field of the mind by means
of the intellect as the spade, the inner treasure, the self, is to

be attained. There are other passages which declare that

even though there be no experience of Brahman, a man may
think that he is Brahman and constantly ruminate on this

thought, until this very thought matures into a fact. The
seen fruit of meditation is that day by day the upasaka

discards the cognition of things which are other than the

self; and this should be a sufficient reason why the path

of contemplation is of supreme value to those who are

incapable of inquiry. Destroying the conceit in the body

through contemplation and beholding the non-dual self,

the mortal upasaka becomes immortal and attains Brahman

even here, in this world.

In the eleventh chapter of the Pancadasl entitled Yoga-

nandam the method by which the intellect is to be refined

so that the supreme bliss may be attained is described.

Bharatltirtha accepts the Gita definition of yoga as separation

from contact with pain and points out that it is to be achieved

by constant and steady practice with a determined and un-

tiring mind. Whatever drags the mind to the objects of

sense and makes it waver and wander away should be

regarded as an obstacle to the progress of a yogin. Renouncing
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all desires and restraining with his mind all his senses,

the yogin should gain tranquillity, and with a steady and

steadfast purpose concentrate his mind on the supreme self.

When thus the mind is restrained and withheld from sense-

objects, and the intellect is refined and tranquillity reached,

the yogin experiences unexcellable bliss which is supersensible

and grasped only by the intellect.

The same method of quieting the mind is taught in the

Maitrayanl sakha by sage Sakayanya to king Brhadratha.

Whatever the mind thinks that he becomes. When it is

attached to the senses and their objects, it gets muddled and

mutilated; but when it is centred in Brahman, it becomes of

that form. That mind is impure which is in contact with

desires
;
and that mind is pure which is completely free from

the pestilence of desires, etc. Mind alone is the cause of the

bondage and release of men; attachment to objects brings

about bondage, while detachment from them effects release.

Mind is to be purified and tranquillized by constant and

vigilant practice. Just as the fire which is unfed by fuel

cools down, even so when all the psychoses are destroyed,

the mind gets dissolved in its source. When the channel of

the mental flow is turned away from sense-objects and directed

towards Brahman, and when the mind gets attached thereto,

then the bonds of samsara break. Rid of its impurities

through samadhi, the mind experiences unexcellable bliss

which defies all description and which is apprehended by
the tranquil mind alone.

The mental equanimity cannot be maintained for long;

samadhi does not stay for ever. But still it gives the yogin

a lasting taste of the supreme bliss. Even when he is out of

the balanced state of mind, he thinks longingly of that bliss

with the same ardour and intense fervour with which a
woman contemplates the lord of her life. In moments of
indifference when there is manifest the residual impression of
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bliss, he discerns the unexcellable bliss and concentrates his.

mind thereon. That the yogin is able to fix his mind on

Brahman and at the same time carry on the activities of the-

world can be illustrated by examples. The crow which is.

said to see with only one eye directs its vision alternately

through the two cavities. A man who is a master of two-

languages discerns meaning in both of them. He who stands,

in a river half-immersed with the scorching sun above experi-

ences both the pleasure afforded by the cool waters and the

pain inflicted by the piercing shafts of the sun. Similarly the-

yogin is able to bear the miseries of the world and yet at the

same time centre his mind in Brahman. Thus, unlike the

ordinary run of mankind which unwittingly experiences.

Brahman-bliss only in sleep, the yogin perceives it even in the

hours of waking and dream. To the yogic perception.

Brahman is revealed.

Bharatitirtha gives to yoga a place next to knowledge as-

a means of release. Though in the Dvaitaviveka he is in-

clined to say that the yogic control of mind cannot yield last-

ing release, that the attempt to achieve liberation through,

that path is analogous to the effort to strengthen the curly

tail of a dog and that release is not attained except through.

Brahman-knowledge,

1 he recognizes in the latter chapters,,

as shown above, that yoga can also be a legitimate method

of approach. The path of yoga may be circumlocutory, it

may involve delay; but none the less it is a path to the final

beatitude. That the sankhya and yoga have the same fruit.

Bharatitirtha shows by quoting the Gita
,

2 “The place-

which is reached by the sahkhyas is attained by the yogas

also. He who sees that the way of sankhya and the way of

yoga are one—he sees indeed.” The fruit of both the-

methods is the same, namely, the knowledge of the self.

1 PD, IV, 38, 39.

*Bh. G., V, 5 ; PD, XII, 82.



270 THE PHILOSOPHY OF ADVAITA

What is called discriminatory knowledge is the intuitive

experience of the inner self gained through an inquiry into

the purport of Scripture. Yoga is the method of contem-

plation which culminates in self-knowledge. There is need

for two paths because of the difference in the capacity of

those who are eligible (adhikarins).

What is important in the position taken by Bharatitirtha

in the Pancadasi is its liberal attitude to the question of

method. The tendency to liberalize Advaita reached another

stage in Madhusudana who was the first to claim that the

path of devotion (bhakti) leads to non-dual realization. 1

To Madhusudana Sarasvati, devotion is as good a means

to release as knowledge. He draws his inspiration from

the Bhagavata Parana which he ranks with the three Pras-

thanas (the triple canon consisting of the Upanisads,

Bhagavad-gita, and Vedanta-sutra). His ardent love for

Krsna makes him regard the Lord of the Gopis as the

incarnation of the attributeless Brahman. He accepts the

Bhagavata view that of the two paths, jhana and bhakti
,

the latter is superior, since it leads to the goal more quickly

than the other. Though all his works bear testimony to

his faith in the efficacy of bhakti
,
he develops the doctrine

of devotion in full measure in the Bhaktirasdyana and the

Gudhartha-dipika. The manner of his exposition of the

theme of bhakti reminds us of artistic experience. Rhetori-

cians do not include bhakti among the rasas (sentiments)

which they recognize. But Madhusudana maintains that

devotional love is the queen of rasas. An excitant, an

ensuant and an accessory constitute the causal aggregate

which generates a rasa. The chief excitant for bhakti is

the supreme Lord, and minor excitants are sandal paste,

etc.; the ensuants are facial expressions, etc.; and the

.accessories are distaste for the things of the world, etc.

1 See P. M. Modi’s translation of Siddhantabindu, Appendix II.
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Twofold bhakti is advocated by Madhusudana. Bhakti as

the means is the actual process of being in love with God;

and bhakti as the goal is the summum bonum or the beatitude

where there is the ever-lasting experience of Brahman-bliss.

Though Madhusudana was liberal in the matter of the method,

he was uncompromising with regard to the metaphysical basis

of Advaita. To him must be given the credit of reconciling

the philosophy of Advaita with the experience of a bhakta.

Whether we agree with him or not in bestowing on bhakti

the importance which he gives it, we cannot but admire the

catholicity of spirit which animates his exposition of Advaita.

3. Eligibility and the Means to Release

Sankara lays down a four-fold constitution for eligibility,

viz., the discrimination of things eternal from non-eternal,

non-attachment to the enjoyment of fruit here or hereafter,

the possession in abundance of means like calmness and

equanimity, and the desire for release.1 Of these four

qualifications each earlier one is the cause of the gaining of

each subsequent one. When there is the discrimination of

things eternal from the non-eternal, there is non-attachment

to the enjoyment of fruit here or hereafter; when there is

the said non-attachment, there arises the desire for release

as associated with calmness, etc. He who is fully qualified

by possessing the four-fold requisite is to study the Vedanta

texts under the guidance of a guru who is not only learned

in the sacred lore (,srotriya) but is also well established in

Brahman (brahma-nistha). Scripture enjoins for him who

is eligible, hearing (sravana), as the principal, with reflection

(manana

)

and contemplation (nididhyasana )
as subsidiaries.

When by reasoning of the nature of reflection, the impossi-

bility of the content of the Vedanta texts, consisting in the

1 VPS, p. 169.
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oneness of the jiva and Brahman, is refuted, and by contem-

plation is obtained that concentration of the mental psychosis,,

which, while refuting the notions of the contrary, is capable-,

of ascertaining the subtle object, there is generated by verbaL

testimony the unshakable immediate cognition of Brahman..

That the principal texts of the Vedanta are directly the-

instrument (karana) of intuition is the Vivarana view. Verbal

testimony is capable of generating the immediate knowledge*

of the self-luminous Brahman. But when there is obstruction

through the notions of impossibility and the illusory cogni-

tion of the contrary, there does not arise unshakable,,

immediate experience. Hence, the need for reflection and.

contemplation. That the testimony of the Vedanta is the-

cause of immediate knowledge of Brahman is evident from

the use of the taddhita suffix in the text, “ I ask you about:

the aupanisada-purusa (the* person propounded in the-

Upanisads) ”.1 Therefore, verbal testimony yields even in

the first instance immediate cognition, and that cognition,

becomes unshakable later on the departure of the obstacle..

Or, we may even say that verbal testimony at first gives,

rise to mediate cognition of Brahman, and again generates,

immediate cognition on the removal of the obstacle. In

any case, verbal testimony is directly the karana (instrument)/

of Brahman-intuition .

2

Vacaspati, who regards verbal testimony as giving only

mediate knowledge and who characterizes the mind as a.

sense-organ holds that deep meditation (prasahkhydna) is.

the karana of intuition. He inherits this view from Mandana.

who considers knowledge generated by sabda (verbal testi-

mony) to be mediate .

3 Avidya can be removed only by

immediate knowledge. Verbal testimony is unable to do*

1 Brh., III, ix, 26.

2 VPS, pp. 103, 104.

3 M. Hiriyanna’s Introduction to Nai?karmyasiddhi, p. xxv.
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this, since it signifies what is related (samsrsta) and mediate

([paroksa). Hence the need for bhavand or meditation which

can transmute the mediate knowledge gained from verbal

testimony into immediate intuition.

Suresvara condemns this view in the Naiskarmyasiddhi.

Mediacy or immediacy of the knowledge derived from verbal

testimony depends on the character of the object of know-

ledge. Words can give only mediate knowledge of a

mediate object. But of an immediate object, they can give

also immediate cognition. Brahman is immediate and self-

luminous. Hence the principal texts of the Vedanta like

“ That thou art” are capable of giving rise to the immediate

knowledge of Brahman. The final intuition in order to be

true knowledge must be the result of a valid means of

knowledge. Verbal testimony is, while prasankhyana is

not, a pramana.

While admitting the need for meditation as an auxiliary

to knowledge, the followers of the Vivarana school do not

regard it as the instrument of intuition. Contemplation

cannot be the distinctive cause (karana)
in the origination

of Brahman-experience. Hearing, however, which is of the

nature of the determination of purport, is the distinctive

cause; hence to it belongs the character of being the principal.

Reflection and contemplation, which remove such mighty

obstacles like the notions of impossibility and of the contrary,

are helpful subsidiaries in the production of the fruit. To

calmness, etc., and sacrifice, etc., which are remote auxiliaries,

belongs the character of modus operandi. Therefore, as

aided by moral discipline and disinterested action that

constitute the modus operandi,
and by such subsidiaries

like reflection and contemplation that are helpful to the

fruit, hearing alone, which is the principal, is the generator

of unshakable, immediate experience .

1 This is the Vivarana

1 VPS, p. 103.

18
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view. But both Vacaspati and the Vivaranakara agree in

this that the path to perfection lies in and through know-

ledge; no other path there is. nd "nyah pantha ’yanaya

vidyate.



CHAPTER TEN

RELEASE

Brahman-intuition is release. Defined negatively, the

destruction of bondage is release. Bondage consists in the

conceit bestowed by the jiva on the host of things, pleasurable

and painful, that constitute the illusory world
;
and release

is attained through knowledge that discriminates things

eternal from the non-eternal, through the intuitive experience

of the oneness of the jiva and Brahman.

1. Brahman-knowledge is Bliss

Brahman-knowledge is of the nature of happiness or bliss.

It marks the cessation of all sorrow; it signifies the culmi-

nation of all desires, the accomplishment of the unaccom-

plished as it were and the attainment of the unattained as it

were. A man of illumination has no wants and is impelled

by no desire. He has nothing to accomplish in this world or

in the next. Nor is there anything left for him to be attained

either here or hereafter. When he has achieved the supreme

human goal, what need has he for the trinkets of this world?

The entire choir of heaven and furniture of the earth seem

naught before his divine vision. He revels in the bliss of

Brahman; and the realization that he is non-different from

the Absolute gives him felicity and peace .
1

1 PD, XIV, 2, 3.



276 THE PHILOSOPHY OF ADVAITA

2. Cessation of Sorrow

The happiness that is consequent on knowledge is

characterized, first, by the cessation of sorrow. This is the

negative aspect of release. Misery or sorrow is of two kinds

—that which belongs to this world and that which is associ-

ated with the other world. That there is no misery in this

world for him who has realized the self is proclaimed by the

Brhadaranyaka in the text, “If a man knows the self as

‘ I am this,’ then, desiring what and for whose sake will he-

suffer in the wake of the body ?
” 1 The afflictions of the body

are “ possible for the man who does not see the self and con-

sequently desires things other than it. He struggles desiring,

something for himself, something else for his son, a third

thing for his wife, and so on, goes the round of births and

deaths, and is diseased when his body is diseased. But all

this is impossible for the man who sees everything as the

self”.2 It is only when the jiva gets itself attached to the

psycho-physical organism that there is for it misery and pain.

But its true nature is existence-intelligence-bliss. When it

discriminates its true nature from the illusory name- and

form-world, then there is no more misery that is born of the

super-imposition on the self of agency and enjoyership. It is

only when the jiva thinks itself to be the agent of actions and

the enjoyer of fruit that it runs after the external objects of
sense and comes to grief. The ailments of the body, the

passions of the mind and the seeds of both which lie dormant
in sleep—all these are inseparable attributes of avidya and
its products. When through the cognition of non-difference

the supreme self is known, the jiva wakes from its slumber

and shakes off the superimpositions of agency, enjoyership,.

etc. When it is realized that there is in reality neither am
1 Brh., IV, iv, 12.

2 Sankara’s Commentary. See Madhavananda’s translation, p. 739..
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<enjoyer nor objects of enjoyment, the root of all evil is

removed .

1

The thought about merit and demerit is the cause of

misery hereafter. For a person who has transcended the

notions of merit and demerit there can be no misery here-

after. Future karma does not bind him, because he lives in

the world unattached like water on the lotus-leaf. He has no

accumulated karma, since that has been burnt up in the

flames of Brahman-knowledge. All his evils are burnt “ just

as the soft fibres of the islka reed would burn, when thrown

into the fire ”. 2 “ As the fire which is kindled reduces all

fuel to ashes, O Arjuna, so does the fire of knowledge reduce

all karmas to ashes.” 3 “ He who is free from the notion of
*

I,’ and whose understanding is unsullied—though he slays

these men, he slays not, nor is he bound.” 4 The actions of

him who has attained release do not bind him. The Kausitaki

Upanisad goes to the extent of saying that even such heinous

•crimes as matricide, parricide, - theft and infanticide do not

affect him who is released .
5 This does not mean, however,

that the knower of Brahman can be a moral rake. His very

nature cannot lead him to sinful ways. What Scripture

intends to declare is that he is a-moral and not immoral. His

actions do not spring from him. Hence he is not responsible

for the actions which others attribute to him. When

thus he is not bound by karma, merit and demerit which

are the cause of misery in the other world do not affect

Mm .

6

X PD, XIV, 4-11.

2 Chan ., V, xxiv, 3.

3 Bh. G., IV, 37. See D. S. Sarma’s Translation.

*Bh. G., XVIII, 17.

5 Kausitaki, III, 1.

« PD, XIV, 12-17.



278 THE PHILOSOPHY OF ADVAITA

3. Attainment of Happiness

The positive aspect of release is that the man who is

released attains the culmination of happiness. The Aita-

reyopanisad cites the example of Vamadeva, who, attaining

the fulfilment of all desires, is said to have become im-

mortal. 1 The Chdndogya declares, “ There he moves about,

laughing, sporting and rejoicing, be it with women, or

conveyances, or relatives,—not minding the body in which

he was born.” 2 Commenting on this passage in the words.

“ That serene being resting in its own nature as the universal

self, ‘ moves about,’—sometimes as Indra, etc., ‘ laughing,’'

or eating all desired foods, high and low, sometimes sporting

.

and rejoicing with women, etc., only in the mind by the mere

force of will, these women, etc.,—being those of the regions

of Brahma, or of this world; not thinking of the body that

is bom of the connection of man and woman, or that which

was bom for himself

—

i.e., into which he was born; as any

thought of the body would only cause pain, as the body

abounds in pain,” 3 Sri Sankara pertinently points out that

this scriptural passage is an eulogy of the knowledge of the

self. Hence this text must not be literally understood as

allowing moral lapses in the case of the jnanin. As was

remarked already, the knower of Brahman by his very nature

cannot be immoral. To say that he transcends ethical

considerations is one thing, and to say that he is immoral

is another. While the former is true, the latter is a gross,

misrepresentation and distortion of the purport of Scripture.

After defining the self as existence, intelligence, infinitude,

the Taittinya declares that he who knows it (the self) placed

in the innermost recess, the transcendent dkasa, realizes all

1 Ait., IV, 6.

2 Chan., VII, xii, 3.

3 See Ganganath Jha’s translation, Vol. IV, p. 296.
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his desires along with the omniscient Brahma .

1 In the

calculus of happiness which the Upanisad gives there is

found a description of the grades of happiness; and it is

declared that the happiness which the knower of Brahman

attains defies all calculation. Pleasures that are empirical

lie within the frontiers of maya; the bliss that the mukta (the

released one) enjoys belongs to the realm of vidya. His

happiness is not extrinsic. It is born of discrimination and

not delusion. He is unafflicted by desires; and he is happy,

because he is desireless.

In the supreme bliss which is Brahman there are no such

distinctions as happiness and the experiencer thereof. There

is scriptural evidence for the non-existence of even the least

difference in Brahman. No channel is needed for experi-

encing that bliss, since it is eternally established, ever attained.

What is required is the destruction of nescience; and

when that is accomplished, the self-luminous Brahman shines

of its own accord .

2 Thus the bliss that is experienced by

the knower of Brahman is different from the happiness that

is enjoyed by others not merely in degree but also in kind.

Brahman-bliss is the real of which all the other pleasures

may be called appearances. The jndnin enjoys unalloyed

bliss; and hence Scripture declares that all his desires are

fulfilled. Because he has realized that he is the self of all,

he sings the soman (chant), “I am the food! I am the food-

eater, etc.” 3 For him there is no distinction between enjoy-

ment and the one who enjoys. His is the distinctionless

happiness of non-difference.

The satisfaction 4 that results from sense-objects is

dependent and limited, whereas the satisfaction consequent on

1 Tait., II, i, 1.

2 Suresvara’s Vartika, p. 145.

3 Tait., Ill, x, 5.

4 See Trpti-dipa, 52 ff.
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Brahman-knowledge is without any limit and determination.

When that supreme solace is gained, all obligations are

fulfilled and all desires are quenched. To the mukta who is

a non-agent and non-enjoyer there may occur activities which

are scripturally declared or empirically necessary; but by

them he is in no way bound. Even though there is nothing

for him to be accomplished in this world or in the next, he

may act in accordance with scriptural injunctions in order

to save the world. His physical organism may worship the

deity, bathe in the holy waters and take to the life of the

mendicant. His speech-sense may recite the Yedic texts or

his mind may study the system of Vedanta. His intellect may
contemplate the form of Visnu or become merged in the bliss

of Brahman. But he does nothing, nor does he make others

do anything. He is the witness of all things and thoughts with-

out any conceit in the way of the senses and in the functions

of his mind. His ignorance has taken to flight, and he knows

no misery born of samsara. He has achieved his fife’s end,

attained as it were the eternally attained greatest human
goal. There is nothing in the world to equal his contentment.

His bliss knows no bounds. This is the state of him who has

transcended the travails and turmoils of transmigration.

4. Different Views about Release

The conception of the summum bonum as positive distin-

guishes Advaita from nihilistic Buddhism, the Vijnanavada

and the Nyaya-Vaisesika. The Madhyamika defines release

as the cessation of the stream of cognitions eclipsed by the

object-forms. 1 But, since that stream of cognitions is the

nature of the self, the cessation thereof is not a human goal.

Not indeed does any one have the desire to extirpate the

self which is the object of supreme love. According to the

1 Tattvapradipika, p. 349.
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Vijnana-vadin, release is the origination of the stream of

pure cognitions rid of the dirt of object-forms. But, is this

origination the human goal of the cognitions that constitute

the stream or of the stream itself? Not the first, since the

cognitions that are momentary perish of their own accord.

Nor the second, since the stream of impure cognitions ceases

to exist by the time the stream of pure cognitions comes into

being. How, then, can the latter be the human goal of the

former? There is the contingence of different loci for bondage

and release. The Logicians regard the destruction of misery

without a residue as release. Now, to what kind of misery

• does this destruction refer? The destruction of past miseries

is not to be accomplished, since they are already removed.

The present miseries, however, are discarded by the genera-

tion of the opposite qualities that serve as antidotes. And the

removal of the miseries that are to come is impossible. The

non-existence of misery cannot independently be the human

goal, since it is subsidiary to the manifestation of happiness .

1

Nor is there the contingence of the reverse being true, since

it cannot bear reasoning. Is happiness the generator of the

non-existence of misery, or is it its manifester? In neither

of the ways is happiness the subsidiary. In the self, even

while there is experienced the non-existence of all miseries,

there arises happiness all of a sudden from the hearing of

sweet melodies generated by the vina. Nor may it be said

that, because in the case of him who stands in a cool lake

half-immersed on a hot day there is observed happiness even

while there is misery, the non-existence of misery is not

subsidiary to the cognition of happiness; for it is not

admitted that happiness is invariably manifested by the non-

existence of misery alone. What is invariable, however,

is that the non-existence of misery certainly manifests

happiness.

1 Tattvapradipika, p. 357.
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The cessation of misery, says Mandana,1
is not itself

happiness, since happiness and misery may co-exist at the

same time, as in the cited case of a man half-plunged in a

cool tank with the scorching sun above. Happiness admits

of grades
;
and grades are possible only in the case of what

is existent, and not in the case of the non-existence of misery

which is an abhava. All seek happiness and not the mere

cessation of misery. They are prepared even to go through

hazards and hardships in order to gain happiness. It may be

said that what is sought is the extinction of desire and the

consequent extinction of misery through the enjoyment of the

desired object. But as Mandana points out, desire does not

die through enjoyment. Bharatitirtha says that desire is

quenched not by enjoyment, but by the cognition of defect in

the object. 2 Hence absence of desire does not amount to'

happiness. When thus it is settled that absence of misery

is not happiness, it will not be difficult to see that the human
goal which is sought by all is positive bliss. Though the

highest bliss which constitutes the nature of Brahman and

with which we are identical is eternally attained, it seems

through delusion as if it were not attained. And when by

knowledge the True is cognized, Brahman-bliss is attained

as it were.

5. The Jivan-mukta

The attainment of Brahman-bliss need not synchronize

with the decease of the body. The Jivan-mukta is he who is

released even while being embodied. There is for him the

persistence of the body until the fruition of the residue of

prarabdha-karma. Though knowledge of Truth destroys avidya

that is the material cause of all karma without exception

1 Brahma-siddhi

,

pp 1-3.

2 VPS, p. 159.
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still it does not remove prarabdha-karma, since it is itself

the fruit of that karma .
1 The continuance of the body

even after the destruction of nescience is intelligible on the

analogy of the potter’s wheel rotating for some time till the

momentum is spent even after the propelling rod is removed.

According to the Logicians, the effect continues to remain for

a while after the removal of the cause. In the case of mo-

mentary effects it may be admitted that they remain only for

one moment after their causes are destroyed. But in respect

of the body which is a product of beginningless nescience,

says the Advaitin, we must allow a considerable lapse of

time before it can be finally resolved .

2

Prarabdha-karma perishes by enjoyment. Both the

released and the bound have alike to reap the consequences

of their prarabdha. Both have to walk in a path strewn with

thorns ;
but while the enlightened walk with shoes on, the

ignorant have no such protection to enable them to pass un-

hurt. The vulgar are led astray by their whimsical moods,

whereas the wise regard themselves as witnesses and not

victims of their moods. Two travellers wend their way on

the same road; and both of them are equally fatigued. One

of them knows that the destination is near, and so he

quickens his pace in the hope of reaching it soon. But the

other is heavy of heart, and not knowing that his place of

rest is nigh he plods on with staggering steps .
3

The mukta who has transcended nescience is not affected

by the ruffle of the empirical fife. If he be discomfited at

any time, it is due to his aversion to the objects of sense.

That he is not in tune with the enjoyment of the world is

patent from the fact that he gets disgusted with it very soon.

1 VPS, p. 263.

2 pn VI 54.

3 These analogies found in the Pancadasi, however, suggest that the

jivan-mukta is not really released, but that he is an dsanna-mukta,
one for

whom release is imminent.
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Desires do not multiply in his case. Desire is like a burnt

seed impotent to produce fresh sprout. In the case of the

ignorant desires do not die with enjoyment. Fulfilled desires

bring in fresh ones. Like fire fed by fuel, they grow from

more to more. But enjoyment which is combined with

discernment does not breed new desires. The sun of know-

ledge scorches the seed of desire making it ineffectual to

sprout forth and yield fresh fruits.

The desire of the mukta is unproductive because he

knows the worthlessness of the desired object. Just as fried

grains are useful for eating and not for sprouting, similarly,

the desires of the knower of truth give him slight enjoyment,

but do not entail in their train any more of their kind. The
karma which has begun to take effect perishes when it has

borne its fruit. Since prarabdha is the cause only of enjoy-

ment, it dies with the destruction of its product. There can

be misery only when there is the delusion that the object of

enjoyment is real. The person who possesses true knowledge

is devoid of such delusion; and hence he is not bound by his

prarabdha. Apprehending the world to be of an imperma-

nent, indeterminable nature, comparable to the dream and
the fata morgana, how can the released be attached to it?

Who, except those who are perverse, will drink poison after

knowing its fatal consequence ? When the illusory nature of

the world is well cognized, attachment to sense-objects

•ceases along with the cessation of the cognition of reality

in them.

Knowledge is not the destroyer of prarabdha
,
since it

does not bring about the resolution of the world. It reveals

only the illusory nature of the universe, and by that the latter

is not resolved. Just as people, while not denying the fact of

a magical show, know it to be fictitious, the knower of truth,

while not discarding the enjoyment generated by prarabdha

possesses the cognition of the illusoriness of the world. The
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obstinacy of prarabdha is in compelling the jiva to enjoy

pleasure and suffer pain, and not in postulating the reality

of the objects of enjoyment. Knowledge and prarabdha are

not contradictories, since they have different contents, like

the colour and taste of a substance.

If the body were to fall off even at the time of release,

then there would be no preceptor to teach Advaita. And if

there be none to teach, how are the study and realization of

Advaita principles possible? If it be asserted that true

knowledge is incompatible with the cognition of duality, then

sage Yajnavalkya and others would not have been precep-

tors. If the non-cognition of duality were the criterion of

release, then all beings should be released in sleep. If in

sleep there be no release because of the non-existence of true

knowledge, then knowledge of the true, and not non-cogni-

tion of duality, is the cause of release.

'

The jivan-mukta lives in the world, but he is not of it.

He awaits only the fruition of the residue of his prarabdha
,

Even in reaping the fruits of his karma he is unattached and

does not lose his balanced deportment. He is compared to

a child or a lunatic, since he has no conceit in his actions. To

his synoptic vision there is neither action nor agent, neither

enjoyment nor enjoyer. He has transcended the temporal

process; and temporal categories have no meaning for him.

He revels in the bliss of non-difference that has not come to

be, but which was, is and will ever be.

6. Conclusion

We are coming to the close of a rapid survey of the

magnificent mansion of Advaita built by many a mighty

intellect on the sure foundations well and truly laid by

Sankara. We have taken note of some of the doctrinal

differences in Advaita. These differences add to the strength-
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of the system, and they in no way detract from it. Though

the main subject of our study was the Philosophy of Advaita

as expounded by Bharatitirtha-Vidyaranya, we have not

omitted to draw freely from the works of other preceptors.

In order to suit different tastes and temperaments, teachers of

Advaita adopt different methods of setting forth their

doctrine. They have taken liberties with regard to minor

details. As Appayya Diksita says in the invocatory verse of

the Siddhantalesa
,
the Sutrabhasya, having for its sole pur-

port the non-dual Brahman, issued from the blessed lotus

face of the Bhagavatpada (i.e., Sankara) and got diversified a

thousand-fold on reaching the preceptors who expounded

it after him, in the same way as the Ganges, which originating

from the foot of Visnu, gets variegated on reaching different

lands. Manifold are the ways disclosed by the post-Sankara

Advaitins. But all of them are intent on establishing the

unity of the Self. They never lose sight of the central doctrine

taught by Sankara, that Brahman is real, the world is illusory,

and the so-called jiva is non-different from the Absolute.

brahma satyam jagan mithya

jlvo brahmaiva nd ’para

b
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GLOSSARY

Abhava: non-existence.

Adhidaivata: cosmic.

Adhyaropa-pavada

:

superimposition and subsequent withdrawal.

Adhyatma: personal; individual.

Adhyayana: learning (from the lips of a teacher).

Adrsta : unseen potency generated by rites for helping to bring about their-

fruit in a hereafter; also called apiirva.

Advaitavidyacarya : Probably Rahgaraja, Appayya Dlksita’s father.

Agnihotra : the name of an obligatory rite enjoined on all twice-born^

persons, so long as they are alive.

Agmsomiya: relating or sacred to Agni and Soma.

Anaikdntikatva : inconclusiveness.

Anavastha: infinite regress.

Antaryamin : internal ruler; cosmic form of the Self as associated with-

maya.

Anvaya-vyatireka : co-presence and co-absence.

Apaccheda-nyaya: the principle of the later sublating the earlier; so called

because it is formulated in the Purva-mlmamsa in connection with

the expiatory rites which are to be performed when different priests

let go their hold of the tucked-up waistcloth of the priest in front,,

while going round the sacrificial fire.

Atiprasahga : undue extension.

Atiratra : an optional part of the Jyotistoma sacrifice.

Avaccheda-vada : the view that the jiva is the appearance of Brahman as.

defined by avidya.

Avidya: nescience; the same as ajndna which is translated as ignorance;

it has a twofold potency of obscuring the real (avarand) and pro-
jecting the non-real (viksepa).

Barhis: a variety of sacrificial grass.

Bhagavatpada : a term of respect applied to Sankara.
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Matter. Kumarila Bhatta (a.d. 700), author of the Slokavartika; from him
originated one of the two main schools of Purvamimanisa; Advaitins
generally follow the Bhatta view in matters empirical.

Bhedabheda : difference cum non-difference.

Bhrgu: one of the Upanisadic seers; the Bhrgu-valli of the Taittiriya

Upanisad narrates how he learned the nature of Brahman through
the instruction of his father, Varuna, and through inquiry.

Brahma\ God as creator; one of the Hindu Trinity, the other two being

Visnu, the protector, and Siva, the destroyer.

Brahmaloka : the world of Brahma; in special contexts like Chandogya
VIII, iii, 2, Brahman itself is referred to as Brahmaloka.

Brhaspati-sava: the name of a sacrifice by which, according to the Taittiriya

Brahmana, the priest who desired to become a purohita obtained that

office; the Aswlayana-srauta-sutra regards it as the sacrifice to be

performed by a priest after the Vajapeya, while the Satapatha Brah-

mana identifies it with the Vajapeya.

Buddha : the enlightened: the name by which Prince Siddhartha (born circa

567 b.c.) is known; there are other names like Sugata, Sakya-muni,

Gautama, Tathagata, etc.

'Carvaka : Indian Materialism ; means probably ‘ sweet-tongued ’
(caru-vaka)

from the pleasure-philosophy it teaches ; the classic authority to whom
the system is traced is Brhaspati; hence also called the Barhaspatya

doctrine; another name is Lokayata.

Dhyana : concentration or meditation.

Guria: excellence; the three constituents ofprakrti, viz., sattva, rajas and

tamas
;
quality.

<juru\ literally preceptor; according to tradition this title was given to

Prabhakara (a.d. 650) by his teacher, Kumarila, in recognition of his

extraordinary powers; it is urged now that he preceded Kumarila

who differs from him in interpreting the Jaiminiya system.

jHetv-asiddhi: non-establishment of the probans, a logical fallacy.

Hiranyagarbha

:

the cosmic form of the Self creating the subtle universe;

also called Sutratman.

Indra : the ruler of the Gods; the Chandogya Upanisad narrates a dialogue

between Indra and his preceptor, Prajapati.
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Indriyas : the organs of sense and action.

Isfkd: a reed.

Janalca : the lord of Mithila and father of Sita; reputed as a rajarsir

philosopher-king.

Jina : from ji ‘to conquer’; means ‘victor,’ i.e., one who has gained

mastery over himself; a title applied to Vardhamana or Mahavlra

(born about 540 B.c.), the last prophet of the Jainas; Arhatas and

Ksapanakas are the other names by which the Jainas are known.

Jivanmukti : release while being embodied.

Jnana-laksana-sannikarsa : super-normal sense-contact or the contact

through the cognition of an object revived in memory; one of three

such super-normal (alciukika) contacts recognized by Nyaya, the other-

two being samanya-laksana and yogaja ; it is that contact by which

we can associate the perceptions of other senses when perceiving by
any one sense, e.g., the perception of fragrant sandal without any
direct contact of the object with the organ of smell.

Jyotistoma: name of a sacrifice, a variety of the agnistoma.

Kalhara: the white lotus.

Karma : rite; deed; certain actions are prescribed
(
vidhita) and certain

others are prohibited (pratisiddha) by the Vedas ; kamya-karma is an

optional rite, nitya-karma is an obligatory rite and naimittika-karma

is an occasioned rite; the accumulated effect of deeds in lives past

and present.

Kusa : one of the varieties of grass held sacred and used in religious rites.

Maha-vakyas : major texts of the Upanisads like ‘ That thou art ’ declarative-

of non-difference as between Brahman and self.

Maya: the indeterminable principle that brings about the illusory mani-
festation of the world; some Advaitins distinguish between maya
and avidya

; the Vivarana view identifies the two.

Mimdmsa ; literally inquiry; short for Purvamimamsa, one of the six

systems; the aphorisms as commented on by Sabarasvamin gave rise

to two main schools of interpretation, that of Prabhakara and that

of Kumarila Bhatta.

Mumuksu: one who longs for release.

Narada\ an Upanisadic seer; the Chdndogya Upanisad records a conver-

sation between him and Sanatkumara.
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Nighantu : a vocabulary.

Nirgunopasana: meditation on the attributeless Brahman.

Nydya : one of the six systems; the word which literally means ‘ going

back ’ indicates the emphasis laid in the system on argumentation

and logic; metaphysically it is realistic and is co-ordinate with the

Vaisesika; other designations are hetu-vidya, tarka-vidya, vada-vidya,

etc.; the followers of this school are also referred to as the Logicians.

JPdncara.tr

a

: a monotheistic faith with an Agamic basis; same as the

ekanta, Bhagavata, Satvata or ekayana system; according to the

Padmatantra, it is so called because “ the five other great sastras are

like darkness in the presence of this

Parasparasraya : reciprocal dependence, a logical fallacy.

Parfndma-vdda

:

the theory of transformation; according to Brahma

-

parinama-vada, the world is a transformation of Brahman; and

according to Prakrti-parinama-vada, it is a transformation of Primal

Nature.

Prajna : the individual form of the Self as the witness of the bare nescience

in the state of sleep; also called ananda-maya.

Prakarana : chapter, section, topic.

Prakrti: primal nature; in the view of the Sankhya, the prius of creation;

also called pradhana.

Pramdna : evidence; means of valid knowledge; sometimes signified valid

knowledge.

Prarabdha-karma

:

that part of the accumulated effect of past deeds which

has begun to take effect with the creation of the present body and

which is responsible for the continuance of the body even after

release is attained through knowledge; it is destroyed only when its

force is spent by suffering.

Prasankhyana : continued meditation; the instrument of the intuitive

experience of Brahman, according to the view of Mandana and the

Bhamati school.

Pratibimba-vada : the view that the jiva is the appearance of Brahman as

reflected in nescience.

Rajasuya

:

a sacrifice for the sake of universal empery; only ksattriyas are

eligible to perform this.

Rama: the hero of the epic Ramayana’, one of the incarnations of Visnu,

the son of Dasaratha and consort of Slta.
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Sakdyanya: the Maitraycujx relates a conversation between Sakayanya

and Brhadratha.

Samadhi : the super-conscious state where there is complete absorption

of thought into the one object of meditation.

.Saman: a metrical hymn or song of praise; a text of the Sama-veda.

Samsara: empirical existence, transmigration.

Sdnkhya: one of the six systems; ascribed to Kapila; exhaustive enumera-

tion and philosophical reflection are the meanings suggested for

the name.

Sara: a sort of reed.

Simsapa

:

a kind of tree (the asoka).

Sopadhika-bhrama : delusion due to external adjunct, e.g., crystal appearing

red in the proximity of the hibiscus flower or the conch seeming

yellow due to jaundice.

Sravana : hearing, i.e., study (of the Vedanta).

Srimukha

:

an epistle.

Sripada : of adorable feet.

Sruti : literally what is heard; Scripture.

Suka : son of Vyasa; said to have been SLjndnin even from birth.

Sunya-vada: one of the four main schools of later Buddhism; the doctrine

that nullity is the ultimate nature (sunyam tattvam)
; it is also known

as asad-vada and madhyamika from the fact that Buddha called his

ethical teaching the Middle (madhyama) Path.

Sutrabha$ya: Sankara’s Commentary on the Vedanta-sutras.

Svetaketu: Son of Uddalaka; in the Chandogya Upanisad he is taught

the major text ‘ That thou art ’ by his father.

Taddhita : some noun-endings of that name.

Taijasa: the self having a conceit in an individual subtle body in

dream-experience.

Tatkratu : the principle that one who meditates becomes one with the

object of his meditation.

Tripufi: the triple forms involved in all cognitive experience, viz., the

cognizer, the object cognized and the means of cognition.

Upakrama-nydya: the principle that the earlier is stronger than the later.

Vaisyastoma: a sacrifice intended to be performed by the Vaisyas.

Vamadeva: name of a sage, a jivan-mukta from birth.
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Varnaka

:

chapter.

Vartikakara : the author of the Brhaddranyaka-upanisad-bhdsya-vdrtika,

i.e. Suresvara ; also referred to as Visvarupacarya.

Vasana : residual impression; also called samskara.

Vivarana-kdra : Prakasatman (12th Century a.d.), the author of the

Pancapadika-vivarana, a commentary on Padmapada’s Pahcapadika.

Vedanta : end of Veda; a term applied to the Upanisads which form the

final portions of the Vedas; popularly it is used to signify the Advaita

philosophy.

Vidyaranya: ‘forest of learning’; probably an epithet common to

Madhava and Bharatitirtha; tradition regards it as the sannyasa name

of Madhavacarya, the Minister of the Vijayanagara kingdom.

Vijnana-vdda : one of the Buddhist schools; it is the idealist view, other-

wise known as Yogacara.

Virat: the cosmic form of the Self as the cause of the gross world.

Visesanata : the mode of contact (sannikarsa) which, according to the

Naiyayikas, leads to the perception of non-existence.

Visva : the individual form of the self having a conceit in a gross body

while awake.

Vivarta-vada

:

the Advaita theory that the world is an illusory appearance

superimposed by maya on Brahman.

Yajnavalkya

:

an Upanisadic seer; in the Brhadaranyaka, he teaches his

wife Maitreyi, that the Self is the seat of supreme love.

Yoga: path; discipline; one of the six systems, which while taking over

Sankhya psychology and metaphysics admitted the existence of God
and prescribed a course of discipline of the mind; Bharatitirtha

regards yoga as meditation of the formless, in contrast with sankhya

as inquiry.
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19, 225
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227, 249
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157, 221
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Anandamaya self 172, 173, 205
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Appayya DIk?ita 6, 7, 212
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